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Current Topics. 


THe Honours list of the January examination has returned 
to its usual dimensions, five candidates being in the first class, 
and ten in each of the second and third classes. It will be 
observed that the three first men in the first class served their 
articles with country solicitors. 





Tue Master oF tae Rowts announced on Wednesday that 
Court of Appeal No. 1 would not sit on Monday next until 
2 o’clock, as they would be detained in the morning on public 
matters, and that interlocutory appeals would be taken on that 
afternoon. The interlocutory appeals would also be continued 
on Tuesday. 





WE retnt elsewhere a new order as to fees and percentages 
in bankruptcy, providing that in any case in which an official 
receiver has become, or is acting as, trustee in proceedings under 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, the fees and tages prescribed 
by the orders of the 18th and 19th of December, 1890, may be 


charged for the proceedings. 





A NEW ORDBR as to county court fees, of considerable length, has 
been issued, which will be known as the order of December, 
1903. It does not ap to alter the fees payable, and 
probably the reason for its being issued is to secure uni i 
with the new county court rules. Thus there is still a poundage 
fee payable for every plaint or petition at the rate of one 
shilling in the pound, and the hearing fee is at the rate of two 
| shillings in the pound. But it is possible that there have been 
changes in some of the numerous items which the order contains. 





' It will come into force on the 1st of March next. 





| Mr, Gray Hurt, in his admirable address to the Li . 
| law students, a report of which will be found elsewhere, told 


them that the Law Society was nothing less than their legal 
father and their legal mother rolled into one; it took part in 


17 
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their legal begetting and their legal birth, and it cared for their 
education os the attainment of their legal manhood, We 
should have been glad to hear a little more about the duty of 
the Chancery-lane parent after its numerous offspring have 
attained their legal manhood. It would almost seem, from the 
President's remarks, that its main function after that event is to 
apply to have its progeny legally destroyed by the process 
known as striking off the rolls. We all know, however, 
that, on most questions, the ‘just though inexorable 
parent,” in its capacity of legal father, does look after the 
interests of its grown-up children. But, as we all also know, 
there are occasions on which the legal motherhood of the society 
(which, as represented by the Council, is the motherhood of a 
very old lady) will assert itself. Being herself a Government 
pensioner, she is not always ready to interfere with or “tackle” 
a Government Office or Department. It remains to be seen 
which side of the parent will be displayed with reference to the 
new arrangements at the Estate Duty Office. 





Tue Court of Appeal have in Stockdale vy. Ascherberg (ante, 
p. 244) refused to relieve the three years’ tenant from the 
oppressive burden of the covenant to pay ‘‘ outgoings.” We 
have quite recently discussed the subject, and have pointed out 
that, having regard to the authorities, no relief was to be 
expected. Taking the words of the covenant alone, it is obvious 
that they must receive the same construction whatever may be 
the length of the tenancy. ‘It is extremely difficult,” remarked 
Kay, J., in Batchelor v. Bigger (60 L. T. 416), “to say that a 
covenant, the words of which would, in the case of a term of 
twenty-one years, include a payment by the tenant, must be 
construed not to include it because the term is only three 
years.” A ray of hope has been afforded to the tenant’s 
advisers by the dictum of Coxtivs, M.R., in Foulger v. Arding 
(50 W. R. 417; 1902, 1 K. B. 700), that the covenant must be 
assumed to relate only to matters which may reasonably be 
supposed to have been contemplated by the parties as being 
within the purview of the contract. No tenant, it may be 
argued, under a short tenancy, supposes that he is going to 
be charged with sums for capital expenditure which may exceed 
his annual rent. But in truth the actual amount of the 
expenditure is not relevant. The question is, not whether 
the tenant is to escape ent because of the largeness 
of the amount, but whether he is to escape because 
the payment, whether large or small, was not within 
the purview of the contract. In discussing the scope of the 
contract it must be assumed that the tenant knows the nature 
and incidents of the relation into which he is enteriig; that he 
knows, therefore, that there are various charges which may be 
incurred at the instance of the local authority for sanitary and 
other purposes ; and if, with this knowledge, he chooses to agree 
to pay all “ outgoings,” he is only in the same position as any 
other man who makes an improvident bargain. Asa matter 
of fact, the result is oppressive to tenants on short tenancies, 
because too often they accept the landlord’s agreement; but it 
is difficult to see what can be done short of placing these 
— on the same footing as income tax and disabling the 
landlord from contracting himself out of them. 





Tue pvecision of the House of Lords in Mayor of Eastbourne v. 
Attorney-General ( Times, 16th inst.), affirming the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal (50 W. R, 161; 1902, 1K. B. 403), is a striking 
example of the mode in which the fiscal authorities are gradually 
extending the burdens imposed on the transfer of property. It 
is one of the cardinal principles of the Stamp Acts that agree- 
ments for the sale of chattels are exempt from duty, and hence, 
when, by section 59 of Act of 1891, agreements for the sale of 
certain classes of property were subjected to ad valorem duty, 
chattels were carefully exempted. This exemption, however, is 
viewed with disfavour by the authorities, and since it doesnotcover 
a conveyance of chattels, advantage is taken of any recital or 
clause in an instrument which can by possibility be construed as 
a conveyance of the chattels, and ad valorem duty is demanded 
accordingly: see Garnett v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (48 
W. R. 303). An enactment apparently intended to carry out 


———= 
provided, by section 12, that wherever by virtue of any Act *) 
any property is vested by way of sale in any person, or (5) 
person is authorized to purchase property, such person m 
produce to the commissioners a copy of the Act in the firs 
case, and an instrument of conveyance of the property ip 
the other case, duly stamped with the ad valorem duty pay. 
able upon a conveyance on sale of the property. fy 
the Hastbourne case, the Eastbourne Corporation had, unde 
statutory powers, purchased the undertaking of the Hastbour 
Electric Lighting Oo. for the sum of £88,749, of which £37,999 
was in respect of chattels and the balance in respect of req] 
estate. Save under the above Act there was, of course, no need 
to have a conveyance of the chattels, nor was the agreement in 
respect of them subject to ad valorem duty. The authorities, 
however, have required that a conveyance of the entire property, 
stamped on the full consideration of £88,749 should be produced, 
and the words of the section have been held to be too clear for 
the requirement to be rejected. In principle, of course, there is 
no reason why the chattels in such a case should be subject tp 
duty, and presumably the wording of the section is due to the 
astuteness of some Treasury official. It will be remembered hoy 
a similar scheme was frustrated last year in connection with 
companies’ additional capital duty. The Act of 1895 seems to 
have been allowed to pass too easily. 





Any oNE who compares the law reports of the present year 
with those of thirty years ago must observe that counsel go 
further and further afield in their search for authorities to 
support their arguments. American, Irish, Scottish, and Colonial 
cases are freely cited, and we fully expect that the list will be 
increased by select decisions of the county courts. In the recent 
case. of Green v. Britten, where the question was whether an 
arch was a ‘‘ warehouse” within the meaning of the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, the Master of the Rolls in his judgment says 
that the Court of Appeal had recently adopted the distinction 
drawn by his Honour Judge Wicutman Woop in an unreported 
case. Such cases will not, of course, be received as binding 
authorities, but the distinction between a case which the 
court allows to be cited and one which they regard as a 
binding authority is not always so clearly defined as could 
be wished. We observe that in the case of Stuart v. Joy, 
which was decided by the Court of Appeal during the last 
sittings, Lord Atversronz, C.J., in his written judgment, 
dismisses an important point in the case with the observation 
that ‘‘ it is inconsistent with the judgment of the Privy Council 
in the case of Hocles v. Mille (1898, A. C. 360). But in Leask v. 
Scott (2 Q. B. D. 376) Bramwett, LJ., in delivering the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal, referred to a case determined 
by the Judicial Committee, and which appeared to be precisely in 
point. The learned judge added: ‘We are not bound by its 
authority, but we need hardly say that we should treat any 
decision of that tribunal with the greatest respect, and rejoice if 
we could agree with it. But we cannot.” As to the decisions 
of the Irish and Scottish courts, it has repeatedly been said that, 
though entitled to the highest respect, they are not binding on 
English judges. But decisions of these courts on Acts of 
Parliament which extend to Ireland and Scotland are cited and 
discussed in much the same manner as they would be if they 
were binding authorities. To search the reports of all the 
Anglo-Saxon communities may, in time, become so heavy a task 
that it may lead the English practitioner to consider whether he 
might not employ his time better in carefully studying the facts 
of the case before him, and in endeavouring to ascertain the 
real point in dispute. 


In THE casE oF Ludlow v. Pike (reported elsewhere) Cx ANNELL, 
J., has decided against the validity of an attempt to reserve in @ 
lease an additional rent of an amount equal to the rent-charge 
which the landlord might pay. The exact words of the reddendum 
were—“ and also by way of further rent so much as the land- 
lord shall pay for tithe rent-charge in respect of the said 
premises.” The liability of the tenant in respect of tithe rent- 
charge has, of course, been fundamentally altered by the Tithe 





the same policy was obtained in the Finance Act, 1895. This Act 





Act, 1891. Formerly the tithe owner could recover the amount 
of the charge by distress on the goods of the tenant, and the 
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= 
tenant could then deduct what he had paid from his rent. This 
right of deduction was conferred by section 80 of the Tithe Act, 
1936, but no words expressly prohibiting agreements to the 
gontrary were inserted, and hence landlords had the chance of 
depriving tenants of the benefits of the section. The Act of 
1891 provides, however, by section 1, that tithe rent-charge 
“shall be payable by the owner of lands, notwithstanding any 
contract between him and the occupier of such lands, and any 
contract made between an occupier and owner of lands after the 
ing of the Act for the payment of the tithe rent-charge by 
the occupier shall be void.” Moreover, the tenant is no longer 
subject to distress, the tithe-owner’s only remedy being by the 
appointment of a receiver of the rents. It may be assumed that 
a landlord is at liberty to protect himself by bargaining for 
payment of a gross sum as rent which shall be sufficient 
to cover the tithe rent-charge, if he can get a tenant to 
take the land on these. terms. But, technically at any 
rate, it is a different thing to bargain for the repayment of the 
actual sum paid by the landlord, and this seems to be an 
ment for payment of the tithe rent-charge by the tenant 
within the meaning of section 1. A simi provision was 
contained in 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 119, with reference to tithe rent- 
charge in Ireland, section 13 enacting that a tenant should be 
entitled to hold his land tithe free, and that any agreement to 
the contrary should be null and void. Upon this it was held in 
Davies v. Fitton (2 Dr. & W. 225) that the tithe rent-charge 
could not be included as such in the rent, although the tenant 
might agree to pay an additional gross sum in respect of the 
landlord paying the charge. CHANNELL, J., considered that this 
was an authority governing the present case, and held that the 
reservation in question was void. 





We HAD occasion nearly two years ago (46 Soxicrrors’ 
JovrnaL, 308) to comment upon the American case of Oakman v. 
Belden (94 Maine Rep. 280), in which the action was of rather 
an unusual form, being by a husband for the alienation of the 
affections of his wife by her parents, who were the defendants. 
The plaintiff alleged that the defendants unjustifiably interfered 
in his domestic affairs, and, with intent to break up the 
harmonious and affectionate relations existing between him and 
his wife, ‘‘ wrongfully enticed, advised, and procured her to 
leave him,” which she did. At the trial the jury were directed that 
if the separation of the plaintiff's wife from him was the result of 
the actual interference of the parents ; ifthe wife would have gone 
back but for their interference, the plaintiff was entitled to a 
verdict. The jury gave a verdict for substantial damages, but, 
on an application for a new trial, the Supreme Court held that if 
the parents acted in good faith for their daughter’s good, 


believing upon reasonable grounds that the further con- 
tinuance of the marriage relation tended to injure her 


health or destroy her peace of mind, they were not 
liable, and that the direction, unqualified as it was, was 
erroneous, We observed that, though the case of Winsmore v. 
Greenbank (Willes, 577) was an instance of a similar action in 
the English Reports, the action did not seem to have been 
popular in England. But an action of this description has just 
been tried at the Leicester Assizes before Wricut, J. In Smith 
v. Kaye and Robinson the plaintiff claimed damages against the 
defendants for having enticed his wife to depart and remain 
apart from him without his consent, and for wrongfully harbour- 
ing his wife after she had left him, by reason of which he was 
deprived of her society and services. The defendants were 
respectively the brother and brother-in-law of the wife, and by 
reason of this relationship, were, according to the American 
cases, entitled to particular privileges. The learned judge left 
to the jury the question whether the defendants enticed, 
persuaded, or incited the wife to leave her husband, and whether, 
i consequence of their acts, she did leave him. If she merely 
asked the defendants for their advice, and they in good faith 
advised her to leave her husband, they would not be liable. 
The jury gave a verdict for the plaintiff for £500 damages. It 
this verdict is upheld it is possible that we may hear more of 
such actions in this country. A learned correspondent suggests, 
however, that if it could be shewn, in defence to such an action, 

t the wife was a free agent and acting quite voluntarily, and 
that she wished to leave her husband and remain apart from 


















him, probably the action would fail. There is no longer any 
power of attachment for disobeying a decree for restitution of 
conjugal rights; and Reg, v. Jackson (1891, 1 Q.B. 671) hasclearly 
established that a husband has no right to use force to restrain 
a wife who refuses to live with him. If, therefore, in the 
recent case the lady had been produced in the witness-box to 
prove that she had acted of her own free will, probably the result 
would have been different; but failing that evidence, no doubt 
the result was right. 





Tue case of Harse v. The Pearl Life Assurance Co. (1903, 
2 K. B. 92) attracted much interest among life insurance 
companies, and even greater interest is likely to be felt in the 
news that the decision has been reversed by the Court of 
Appeal (reported elsewhere). The facts, according to the find- 
ings of the jury, were that the agent of a life assurance 
company, the defendants, represented to the plaintiff that two 
policies which he proposed to effect on the life of his mother 
were good and valid policies, and that in consequence of, and 
in reliance upon, this representation, he effected the policies. 
But it was also found that in making this representation the 
agent was not guilty of any fraud—that is to say, that he 
made it in good faith, believing it to be true. More than twelve 
years after these policies had been effected, the plaintiff, being 
informed that the policies were void under the Life Assurance 
Act, 1774, inasmuch as the plaintiff had no insurable interest in 
the life of his mother, brought his action to recover the premiums 
paid by him during the preceding twelve years. It may beassumed 
that, apart from the representation of the agent, the maxim “in 
pari delicto potior est conditio defendentis et possidentis’”’ would have 
been fatal to the plaintiff's claim, for the courts will not assist 
an illegal transaction in any respect; but it was strongly argued 
that the representation, which was made by an agent skilled in 
insurance matters to a person ignorant of the law, made all the 
difference. The King’s Bench Division adopted this view, 
CuannELL, J., saying that it must be conceded that if the repre- 
sentation as to the legality of the policies had been fraudulently 
made, the plaintiff would have Seas entitled to recover, and 
that, in his opinion, the fact that the contract had been pro- 
cured by a statement which, though innocent, was not true, made 
no difference. This decision has now been reversed by the 
Court of Appeal. The Master of the Rolls referred to the rule 
of law that where one of two parties to an illegal contract paid 
money to the other in pursuance of the contract, he could not 
recover, and—with regard to the plaintiff's contention that he 
was relieved from the operation of that rule by the 
representation of the agent of the defendants—said that 
this representation was a mere statement of opinion 
as to the law, and that, in the absence of fraud, 
duress, pressure, or some fiduciary relationship between 
the parties, a party to an illegal contract who had incurred 
a loss in consequence of a mistake in law must submit to 
that loss. We do not wish to offer any opinion as to the merits 
of the particular case. The delay on the part of the plaintiff 
was calculated to seriously prejudice his claim. But if the 
action had been brought immediately after the payment of the 
first premium, we should have thought that the decision was a 
hard one. No point was made as to the authority of the agent 
to make the representation, and we must assume that it was 
adopted by the company, who, therefore, obtained the benefit 
of a payment which was made under an error in a material 


particular. 


Sztpom has the popular press of this country more grossly 
misrepresented a legal decision than has been done in the 
reports of the recent case of Parker v. The London County Council, 
and in the comments upon that case. The decision of CuanNELL, J. 
(reported elsewhere), has been interpreted as meaning that no 
action for damages for personal injuries caused by negligence will 
lie against the London County Council in respect of the working of 
their electric tramcars, they being protected from liability by the 
Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893. The plaintiff in the action 
was injured on the defendants’ tramway by the negligence of 
the defendants’ servants on the 16th of June, 1902. On the 
12th of January, 1903, he issued a writ in an action for damages. 








The case came before CuannzELL, J., on a point of law raised by 
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the defence, that the action would not lie because it had not been 
brought within six months of the injury. It is provided by 
section 1 (a) of the Public Authorities Protection Act that an 
action shall not lie against any person for any act done in pur- 
suance of any Act of Parliament, or of any public duty, or in 
respect of any alleged neglect or default in the execution of any 
such act or duty, unless the action is commenced within six 
months after the act or neglect complained of. The defendants 
relied on this provision. It was argued for the plaintiff that 
the defendants were not protected, as they were engaged in a 
commercial enterprize. A decision of the Court of Appeal, 
however, is against this view. In Zhe Ydun (1899, P. 236) an 
Admiralty action was brought against the Corporation of 
Preston for damages for injuries caused to a ship in the Port of 
Preston by the negligence of the corporation. The corporation 
were by Act of Parliament the port and harbour authority, and 
they therefore claimed to be entitled to the protection of the 
Act of 1893; and as the action was not brought within six 
months of the injury, it was dismissed by Sir F. Jzunz. The 
Court of Appeal upheld this decision of the President. 
CHANNELL, J., followed the ruling of the Court of Appeal, and 
held that as the action had not been brought within six months, 
the defendants were protected. He pointed out the principle 
underlying the protection. The defendants are a municipal 
corporation, and working their tramways at the expense of 
the rates. If damages are recovered against them, such 
damages must come out of the rates. Now, ratepayers 
should bear their own burdens, and should not leave 
their debts to be paid by future ratepayers; therefore, such 
actions should be brought promptly. This principle does not 
apply to commercial corporations, even though acting under 
statutory authority, and therefore they are not protected. 
In Attorney-General v. Margate Pier and Harbour Co. (1900, 
1 Ch. 749) it was held that a company incorporated by Act of 
Parliament, not only for the performance of duties of public 
utility, but also for the purpose of earning profits for the share- 
holders, is not entitled to protection. If the law was different 
every railway company in the country would be entitled to 
protection. It is not easy to see that there is any great 
hardship in the recent decision, if properly understood. 
Six months seems a liberal time to allow an injured 
person within which to commence procedings; and 
nervous persons may rest assured that the London County 
Council are not entitled to kill and maim their passengers with 
impunity, as some newspapers have alleged. 


Waenr:, owinc to the plaintiff having previously recovered a 
— of his claim in the High Oourt, under order 14, the 
alance thereof only remains in dispute, and then the pro- 
ceedings are remitted to the county court, there is, nevertheless, 
but one action pending and remitted (White v. Headland’s Patent 
Battery Co.,47 W. R. 278; 1899, 1 Q. B. 507); and, conse- 
quently, in determining which county court scale of costs is 
applicable to such a case, regard must be had, not to the amount 
in dispute in the county court, but to the sum total of the 
plaintiff's claim: Jb. and see Keeble v. Bennett (42 W. R. 539; 
1894, 2 Q. B. 329). These principles have received due 
recognition in the recent case of Aston Tube Works (Limited) v. 
Dumbell and Another, where it was held by the King’s Bench 
Divisional Court that Scale C (applicable where the sum 
recovered ¢zceeds £50) governed the taxation of costs in that 
case, as the plaintiff's original claim was for £71, though the 
balance thereof, successfully disputed by the defendants in the 
county court, had been reduced to a sum /¢ss than £50, 
by the defendants consenting to judgment against them, 
under order 14, for £23 18s. 10d. In the case under 
consideration the successful defendants’ right to any costs 
(though expressly awarded to them by the county court 
judge) was disputed, upon the ground that as the plaintiffs 
recovered a portion of their claim, the costs must, in the 
absence of special High Court direction with regard to the costs 
of the remitted action, follow the event, and that the county 
court judge had no discretion in the matter vested in him under 
section 113 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which, according to 


—= 
Q. B. 124, 127) limits his discretion to costs ‘‘not herein othe. 
wise provided for,” and does not enable him to exercise it w 

costs are not otherwise provided for in the County Court Ruly 
The court, however, everruled this contention, and in upholding 
the view of the county court judge as to the defendants’ right 
to costs, expressed their dissent from the dicta above referred ty, 





THe wipenine of Piccadilly near Walsingham House ip 
pursuance of the powers and provisions of 57 Geo. 3, c. xxi 
(Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act) has revived the question how fy 
the owner of a house who is able and willing to sell the whol 
of it can be compelled to sell part under sections 80 and 829 
the Act. Itis not generally known that this Act does not giv, 
an option to the owners—such as is given by section 92 of th 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845—to require the pur 
chasing body to take the whole when part only is required. Jy 
the present case, the borough council served notice on the 
owners of two shops fronting upon Piccadilly, that they intended 
to widen the street and that they required to purchase the 
hereditaments and premises specified in a schedule. From this 
description it appeared that the premises formed part only of 
the two shops. The owners of the shops thereupon applied for 
an injunction to restrain the borough council from proceeding 
under their notice to take part only of theshops. The question, 
according to Gordon v. Vestry of St. Mary Abbott's, Kensington 
(1894, 2 Q. B. 742), would appear to be whether part of the 
shops could be cut off without destroying their identity. It has 
been announced, however, that the parties have come to a 
arrangement, so that it must be decided at some future period 
whether the balance of convenience is in favour of the borough 
council or of the occupier. 








Priority as Between Incumbrancers on 
a Trust Fund. 


“T am inclined to think,” said Lord Macnacuren in Ward y, 
Duncombe (42 W. R. 59; 1898, A. C. 369, at p. 393), ‘‘ that the 
rule in Dearle vy. Hali (3 Russ. 1) has on the whole produced 
at least as much injustice as it has prevented.’’ ‘I do not profess,” 
said Cozens-Harpy, J., in Lloyd’s Bank v. Pearson (1901, 1 Ch 
865, at p. 872), “to be able to discover any definite principle 
upon which the rule in Dearle vy. Hall is founded. Nevertheless, 
it must be recognized as a positive rule, though it is not one to 
be extended.” A rule which has produced such dicta cannot be 
said to be altogether satisfactory, and the result which it has 
produced in Re Dallas (ante, p. 260) will not tend t 
increase its credit. In that case A. was expectant legate 
under his father’s will to a sum of £10,000. The will was 
dated July, 1893. The testator subsequently became & 
lunatic and died in December, 1902. In this interval A. had 
charged his expectant legacy to various persons to secure 
sums which in the aggregate were considerably in excess of 
£10,000. Three executors were appointed by the will, two of 
whom predeceased the testator. The third was A., and he on 
the 9th of January, 1903, renounced probate. On the 4th of 
March, 1903, administration with the will annexed was granted 
to an administratrix. On the following day three of the 
incumbrancers gave notice of their incumbrances to the adminis 
tratrix; on the 12th of March another incumbrancer gave 
notice. Hence arose the question whether the earlier notices were 
effectual to vary the order of the incumbrances, which, apart 
from the notices, would of course rank according to priority of 
date. 

The incumbrances, stated briefly, were as follows: March, 
1896, in favour of P., for £4,302 ; January, 1897, Q , for £2,800; 
May, 1897, R, for £500 ; October, 1897, R_, for £2,500; May, 
1898, S., for £150; June, 1898, T., for £2,180 ; November, 1898, 
R., for £700; and November, 1899, T., for £939. The incum- 
brancers who gave notice on the 5th of March, 1903, were P., Q., 
and T., their aggregate debts amounting to £10,221, and thus 
quite exhausting the fund. R. was the incumbrancer who gavé 
notice on the 9th of March, 1903. Now it is, of course, 





dicta of Rivizy and Dagune, JJ., in Wright v. Bull (1900, 2 


that under ordinary circumstances the priority of assignments of 
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gfund in the hands of trustees can be varied by the giving of 
notice, and this is sometimes stated by saying that an assignee 
of such a fund must give notice in order to complete his 
title. But objection was taken to this proposition by 
lord Macnaghten in Ward v. Duncombe (supra). ‘In defence 
of the rule in Dearie vy. Hall,” he observed, “it has been 
said that notice is necessary in order to ‘ perfect’ the title of the 
assignee—in order to ‘complete’ his title. Those expressions 
have frequently been used, but they are, I venture to think, 
little more than mere phrases. Notice does not render the title 
ect. Apart from the rule in Dearie v. Hall, an assignee of 
gn equitable interest from a person capable of disposing of it 
has a perfect equitable title, though the title is no doubt subject 
to the infirmity which attaches to all equitable titles. And that 
infirmity is not and cannot be wholly cured or removed by 
notice to the trustees.” 

It is, of course, true thatthe assignment by the cestut gue trust 
yests a title to the fund in the first assignee, and this title does not 
become more complete because he gives notice to the trustee. But 
the question is, not whether the assignee has technically obtained 
a title to the fund, but whether he has a title which he can 
maintain against subsequent assignees. This is the essential 
point for him, and he runs great risk if he does not at once 
fortify his title by giving notice to all the trustees. Notice to 
one is, indeed, sufficient, so long as that one continues to be a 
trustee. But in the event of his death it seems that the effect 
of the notice is at an end, and the way is again open for sub- 
sequent assignees to obtain — (Timson v. Ramsbottom, 
2 Keen 35: though see yer Lord Macnacuren in Ward y. 
Duncombe). 

But whatever may be technically the more correct way of 
describing the effect on the assignee’s title of his giving 
notice to the trustees of the fund, it is clear that, if 
he fails to give such notice, he may find his security 
defeated by a subsequent assignment. This result was 
justified in Dearle vy. Hall by the consideration that the 
assignee by failing to give notice leaves the equitable in- 
terest under the control of the cestui que trust. If no notice is 
given, the cestus que trust, said Puumer, M.R., “ though he has 
in fact parted with his interest, appears to the world to be the 
complete equitable owner, and remains in the order, manage- 
ment, and disposition of the property as absolutely as ever ; so 
that he has it in his power to obtain by means of it a false and 
delusive credit.” This reasoning would have been satisfactory 
enough had it been properly followed out. If the subsequent 
incumbrancer can establish that he has been in fact deluded by 
the omission of the first assignee to give notice, then the latter 
may properly be made to suffer. But this assumes that 
the rule only applies where the second incumbrancer 
has made inquiry of the trustees, and in Foster v. Cockerell 
(8 Cl. & F. 456) it was decided by the House of Lords 
that there was no such limitation. The rule does not depend 
upon the consideration that the conduct of the first in- 
cumbrancer has, in fact, prejudiced the second incumbrancer. It 
is an absolute rule that a first incumbrancer who fails to give 
notice to the trustee will be postponed to a subsequent incum- 
brancer who gives the notice. ‘It may perhaps be doubted,” 
said Lord Macnacuren in Ward v. Duncombe (supra), ‘‘ whether 
the views of Sir Tuomas PLumer were quite correctly appreciated 
in Foster v. Cockerell, which gives the go-by to all considerations 
founded upon the conduct of the parties. But however that may 
be, Foster v. Cockerell unquestionably lays down that the rule 
known as the rule in Dearie v. Hall is independent of any con- 
sideration of the conduct of the competing assignees, where the 
assignee second in date has no notice of the ‘ole assignment. 
one | in such a case depends simply and solely on priority of 
Notice. 

This enunciation of the rule rendered almost inevitable the 
result which was arrived at in the present case of Re Dallas, At 
the date when the various incumbrances were created there were 
no trustees of the fund to whom notice could be given. The 
sssignor might possibly have been such a trustee after the death 
of the testator and before he had renounced probate, but it has 
been held that an effectual notice cannot be given to an assignor 
who is himself the trustee, on the ground that he is interested in 
poncealing the factof the notice ; Brown v. Savage (4 Drew. 640), 






Lloyd's Bank vy. Pearson (supra). There was no possibility of an 
effectual notice being given until the grant of administration on 
the 4th of March, 1903, and then priority was at the call of any 
incumbrancer who was alert enough to take advantage of the 
opportunity. As has been stated, three of the incumbrancers 
ve notice on the 5th of March, and it has been held by the, 
urt of Appeal, affirming Buoxuey, J., that they were entitled 
to priority over the incumbrancer whose notice was not given till 


four days later. 


The Land Transfer Rules, 1903. 


Frest REGISTRATION. 

Possessory Title—Applicants for registration with a possesso: 
title are still, as wubis ie old rules, required to ¥ vias 
facie evidence that they are entitled to be registered, though in 
the absence of any available documents of title, the evidence 
may be only a statutory declaration of title. But the rules 
relating to an application of this nature have undergone some 
important alterations. Formerly the application had to be 
accompanied by either (@) a conveyance on sale to the applicant, 
or (5) a statutory declaration of title accompanied by the latest 
document of title (if any) in the possession or under the control 
of the applicant. Now rule 18 requires that the application is 
to be accompanied by either: 


(a) A deed or other document conferring on the applicant a title under 
which an application for registration as first proprietor of land can be 


made ; or 
(6) A statutory declaration by the applicant or his solicitor in Form 2 


in the First Schedule hereto, or to the like effect. 
And there is added the following proviso :— 

In cases under paragraph (2) where the accompanying document of title 
is a probate, letters of administration, order of court, or other document of 
record, and in all cases under ph (5), the application shall also be 
accompanied by the latest document of title, other a document of 
record, in the possession or under the control of the applicant. 

The first change, therefore, is that where the application is 
made without a statutory declaration, the deed offered as primi 
facie evidence of title need not be a conveyance on sale, but may 
be any deed or other document which confers a title on which 
an application for registration can be based. Apparently the 
object is to facilitate applications for registration with a posses- 
sory title in cases where the applicant is not a purchaser on sale, 
and also where a purchaser has not taken a conveyance. The 
cases in which an applicant is entitled to apply for registration 
are enumerated in sections 5 and 68 of the d Transfer Act, 
1875, and in relation to settled land attention has to be paid to 
section 6 of the Act of 1897. 

As we have already pointed out (ante, p. 256), any person may 
apply to be registered (1) who has contracted to buy the fee; or 
(2) who is entitled to the fee for his own benefit at law or in 
equity ; or (3) whois capable of disposing of the fee for his own 
benefit by way of sale (section 5 of the Act of 1875). It thus 
follows that a contract to purchase is a document which can 
accompany the application for registration under rule 18 (a), and 
hence a purchaser who desires to be registered before he has 
taken a conveyance will in future be able to do this on his con- 
tract, and need not make the usual statutory declaration. The 
statutory declaration is also dispensed with where the applicant 
derives his immediate title in some other manner than sale ; 
under a settlement, for instance, or a devise, or a mortgage 
followed by foreclosure. Apparently the effect will be 
to enable the statutory declaration to be dispensed with in 
nearly all cases. It may still be advisable, however, to adopt 
the mode of registration with a statutory declaration of title for 
the purpose of making the declaration available in the future 
as a root of title. As under the former rules, where application 
for registration is made by a purchaser, the consent in writing of 
the vendor or his solicitor must be left with the application. It 
is to be remembered that registration of a purchaser does not 
vest in him the legal estate. Registration is required, in a com- 

ulsory district, to enable him to obtain the legal estate, but it 

oes not supersede the necessity of getting the | estate in by 
ordinary conveyance. It is now settled that the legal estate 

















































































exists, and is disposed of, quite apart from the registered title ; 
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and although it is, under certain circumstances, liable to be 
overridden by the registered title, yet it is still necessary to 
trace its devolution, and to see that it is duly got in: see Capital 
and Counties Bank v. Rhodes (51 W. R. 470; 1903, 1 Ch. 631). 

The new proviso to rule 18, which we have quoted above, 

requires that in certain cases the application should be supported 
‘by more than one document of title. If the application is made 
under paragraph (a), and the document presented is a probate or 
other document of record, the applicant must also present his 
latest documentof title whichisnotof record. In applications under 
paragraph (4) the effect of the rule is not altogether clear. There 
must be a document accompanying the application which is not 
a document of record, and apparently there is no objection to 
including a document which is of record. Probably, however, the 
intention is that, in both cases, where the immediate title of the 
applicant is derived under a document of record, his application 
lalso be accompanied by an earlier document of title. The 
application must, as formerly, contain, or be accompanied by, 
sufficient particulars, by plan or otherwise, to enable the land to 
be fully identified on the ordnance map. 

Rule 19 repeats the former provision that it shall not be 
necessary to state in the application whether the property is 
subject to any incumbrances, but “‘a statement in writing as to 
the incumbrances, conditions, or other burdens affecting the land 
at the date of the first registration thereof may be made on the 
first registration of~the land as part of the application by the 
applicant or his solicitor, or subsequently by the proprietor or 
his solicitor, and, if made, shall be filed and referred to in the 
register.” The provision for filing this statement is new. 
Hitherto the substance of such a statement has been put on the 
charges register. A new rule (rule 20) provides that no par- 
ticulars of the incumbrances, conditions, or burdens shall be 
entered on the register, but an entry shall be made that a state- 
ment has been filed. The same procedure will hold with regard 
to supplemental statements shewing how the incumbrances, &c., 
have been discharged or modified. 

Rule 22 provides that applications are to be entered in a book 
in the order in which they are delivered, and are to be num- 
bered accordingly. The plans and entries for the register are 
to be prepared in the registry, and are, unless the registrar shall 
think it unnecessary, to be approved by the applicant or his 
solicitor. Registration dates from the day, and according to the 
= of the delivery of the application. Rule 23 enables the 
ormal application for registration to be dispensed with in cases 

where the draft entries can be prepared without it. “The 
‘draft entries for the register,” so runs the rule, ‘‘approved by 
the applicant or his solicitor, may, if the registrar shall think fit, 
he accepted in lieu of an application in Form 1 in the first 
schedule hereto.” 

Under section 72 of the Act of 1875, the applicant must produce 
to the registrar such documents of title as will, when stamped or 
otherwise marked, give notice to a purchaser of the fact of registra- 
tion, and these are to be stamped or marked accordingly. Under 
the Act of 1897, the registrar may, in cases of registration with a 
possessory title, act on such reasonable evidence as may be pre- 
scribed as to the sufficiency of the documents produced, and as to 
dispensing with their production in specialcircumstances. Rules 25 
and 26 repeat the previous provisions enabling the registrar to 
accepta statutory declaration by the applicant’s solicitor assufficient 
on these points. Rule 29 introduces the new provision that 
where the estate of the first registered proprietor is or may be 
subject to a restraint on alienation, the registrar shall enter a 
restriction protecting any such restraint in such manner and form 
as he thinks fit. 

The main result of the changes in this portion of the rules 
appears to be to enable an applicant for possessory registration 
to dispense with a statutory declaration of title, and also, if the 
draft entries for the register can be readily made, to dispense 
with a formal application for registration; and to keep the 
charges register clear of statements as to prior incumbrances, 
Subsequent incumbrances can be segtatered, just as in the case 
of an absolute title. 








Appeals from the Railway and Canal Commission Court are fixed to be 
heard in Appeal Court No. 1 on Tuesday, the 15th of March and 
following days. 





Reviews. 


Books Received. 


Reports of Bankruptcy and Company Cases Decided in the 
Court of Justice, the Court of Appeal, and the House of Lond 
Edited by Epwarp Manson, Barrister-at-Law, and WALTER Ivey 
Cook, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. X.: Comprising Cases Decided duyj 
the Year 1903, together with a Complete Digest and Index. weg 
& Maxwell (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The New System at the Estate Duty Office. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—With reference to the correspondence in your journal with 
regard to the new system at the Estate Duty Office, we quite agre 
with “A. & Z.” that the delay under the new system is somethi 
terrible. Out of seven accounts which we sent to the department 
for assessment during the first and second weeks in January, we haye 
only succeeded in obtaining one assessment, which is to hand this 
morning. 

We cannot but think that the cause of the delay is not entirely 
owing to the officials having too much work to get through, as in one 
of the accounts, a very simple one, which was returned to us (quite 
unnecessarily), the account was marked ‘‘received 3rd January,” 
‘* examined 8th,” ‘‘checked 17th,” ‘‘ letter dictated 21st,’’ and such 
letter was received by us on the 28th. 

It is on the shoulders of the unfortunate solicitors that the blame 
for these delays is thrown by exasperated clients, and we feel that 
this is a subject which therefore directly affects every member of the 
profession, and is one with regard to which solicitors should unite 
and bring all the pressure in their power to bear upon the authorities, 
either to revert to the old system or to insist on the work being done 
in a very different way from what it is at the present moment. 

Feb. 18. C. M. & J. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I read with interest the letter from A. & Z. on the delay on 
the part of the Estate Duty officials, but as they actually received 
reply in the fortnight—under pressure, certainly—they should be more 
than satisfied. 

I sent on some succession duty and residuary accounts of a simple 
character on the 14th of January. On the 3rd of February I received, 
and replied to, a query on the residuary account, and since thenI 
have been and am PATIENTLY WAITING. 

Feb. 15. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In confirmation of your correspondence of last week, we have 
to inform you we have, to-day, received an account in a small matter 
sent to the office on the 3rd inst. Under the old system, our clerk 
would, perhaps, have waited at the office an hour for his tum, 
disposed of the matter in ten minutes, and it would have been closed 
three weeks ago. We prefer the old system. Y. &§, 

London, Feb. 23. 








At the Oakham Assizes, before Mr. Justice Bucknill, says the Daily Mail, 
the grand jury had been summoned as usual, and it was again their lot 
to hear from the judge that there was nothing for them to do. His 
lordship added that there had been no cases, civil or criminal, for trial at 
those assizes since his last visit five years ago. 


At the Exeter police-court on Wednesday, says the Times, James 
Wellington, jun., solicitor, of Orediton, was committed for trial at the 
assizes on the charge of uttering and disposing of a false deed. The charge 
aaose out of the mortgage of some property left by a Mrs. Wreford, the 
trustees of which were the prisoner's father and Mr. J. T. How, a yeoman, 
for the benefit of a Mrs. May. In1902 it was proposed to make a trans- 
fer of the mortgage in Mrs. May’s interest, and it was discovered that on 
the 7th of January, 1902, the prisoner had @ttended at the offices of 
Buckingham, Son, & Kindersley, in Exeter, and produced a mortgage 
deed, with surrender endorsed upon it, purporting to be signed by Mr. 
How and Mr. Wellington, sen., and attested by the prisoner. Everything 
appearing genuine and straightforward, Mr. Kindersley handed the 
prisoner a cheque for £800, payable to his order at their Exeter bank. 
That cheque was immediately taken over by the prisoner to the National 
Provincial Bank at Exeter, with instructions to place it to his credit at the 
bank at Crediton. Mr. How denied that the signature was his and said 
that when he asked for a deposit-note of the money the prisoner said he 
was afraid he could not produce it. he prisoner, who reserved his 
defence, was admitted to bail. 
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New Orders, &c. 


Bankruptcy, England.—Fees. 
OgDER AS TO FEES AND PERCENTAGES, DATED 4TH FEBRUARY, 1904. 


I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, by virtue of the powers vested 
inme by the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, prescribe that, notwithstanding 
anything contained in the Order as to Fees and Percentages dated 
the 18th and 19th days of December, 1890, in any case in which 
under sections 159, 160, and 161 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, an 
official receiver has become, or is acting as trustee in proceedings 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, such fees and percentages may be 
charged for and shall be payable in respect of the proceedings, 
including proceedings taken and conducted before the date of this 
order, in addition to the fees and percentages prescribed by Tables B 
and D of the said order, as the court on the application of the Board 
of Trade may by order think fit to allow; and all the provisious of 
the said order shall, so far as applicable, apply to the said additional 
fees and percentages when so allowed. Hatssury, C. 

Dated the 4th day of February, 1904. 

We, the undersigned Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s 
Treasury, concur in the foregoing order, 

Aitwyn E. FELLOWEs. 


Dated the 4th day of February, 1904. BALCARRES, 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
GRIFFIN ». HOULDER LINE (LIM.). No. 1. 16th Feb. 


Woxrkmen’s ComrEnsation—SarLorn—Suir 1x DockK—Workmen’s Com- 
PENSATION Act, 1897, s. 7—Facrory Act, 1901, s. 104. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the judge of the City of London 
Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The 
question was whether a sailor employed on board a ship lying in dock is 
within the provisions of the Act. The deceased was an able seaman on 
board a steamship belonging to the respondents. The vessel, being on a 
voyage from Liverpool to the River Plate, proceeded to Newport to take in 
bunker coal. Having done this, she was moved out to the buoys in the 
docks with the intention of proceeding to sea on the next day. While 
there the deceased in the discharge of his duties as a seaman met with the 
accident which resulted in his death. The judge of the City of London 
Court held that as the deceased was a sailor, working as a sailor, he was 
not within the Act. The applicant, the widow of the deceased, appealed. 

Tux Court (Coxtins, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy, L.J., Maruew, L.J., 
dissenting) allowed the appeal. 

Cottrns, M.R., said it was not contended that there was any provision 
expressly excluding sailors from the Act ; but it was once thought that, as 
the Act did not in terms constitute a ship a factory, employment in a ship 
in a dock was not employment in a factory, and the inference was also 
drawn that, as ships were not made factories, the Act was not intended to 
include sailors. But the House of Lords had held in Raine v. Jobson, 
(49 W. R. 705; 1901, A. C. 404) that a workman employed in a ship 
lying in dock was employed in a factory, and had taken away the founda- 
tion of the idea that sailors are excluded from the Act. In his opinion a 
sailor clearing out a hold in a ship in dock was in the same position to 








claim compensation from his employer as he would be if instead of being 
a sailor, he had been a coalheaver in a coal bunker, and his master had 


been a coal merchant instead of being the owner of the ship. 
Maruew, L.J., said it was not disputed that if the accident had 
occurred while the ship was at sea the widow could not have maintained 
her right to compensation. 
Factory Act, 1901, or in the decision of the House of Lords, any indication 
of an intention to extend the Workmen’s Compensation Act to a class 
which had not been previously included in that statute. Full effect might 
be given to the Factory Act and the decision if both were treated as 
applicable to the class of workmen with which the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act was clearly intended to deal—viz., workmen as distinguished 
from seamen. 
Cozens-Haxpy, L.J., said it was clear from Raine v. Jobson and Bartell 
V. Gray § Co. (50 W. R. 310; 1902, 1 K. B. 225), that a ship occupying a 
berth ina dock oceupied part of a factory. It followed that the vessel in 
question was within the operation of the Act, and the shipowners were 
undertakers within the Act. Therefore, unless there were some words in 
the Act expressly excluding seamen as such, he thought the appeal must 
succeed. He found nothing in the Act to put seamen in a worse position 
than would be any carpenter, painter, or other mechanic on tons a shi 
while in dock.—Counsex, Robson, K.C., and G. A. Scott ; Carver, K.C., an 
Dawson Miller, Soxicrrons, Burn § Berridge; William A. Crump § Son. 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


HARSE v. PEARL LIFE ASSURANCE CO. No. 1. 19th Feb. 


‘ow 

Conta act—Itiecatiry—WaceErinc Poticy—Insurnaste Interest—AcTION 
ps Recover Premrums Parv—Lire Assurance Act, 1774 (14 Gao. 3, c. 
48), 8. 2. 


He was unable to discover either in the 


Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Wills and Channell, JJ.) 
(1903, 2K. B. 92), reversing the judgment of the deputy judge of the 
Oxford County Court. The action was brought to recover two sums of 
£30 12s. and £12 16s., being the respective amounts paid by the plaintiff 
to the defendants as premiums on two policies of insurance. In April, 
1889, a suggestion was made to the plaintiff by an agent of the defendants 
that he should effect an insurance with the defendants upon the life of his 
mother, and he in consequence signed a proposal for such an insurance. 
In the proposal form the pecuniary interest in the life insured was 
stated to be ‘‘Son, for funeral expenses.”” The plaintiff’s mother 
was residing with him as his housekeeper; his father was alive, but 
he was paralyzed and unable to earn any money, and would not be 
in a position, in the event of his wife predeceasing him, to pay for her 
funeral expenses. On the 29th of April, 1889, the defendants issued to 
the plaintiff a policy on the life of his mother for £10 4s., at a premium of 
sixpence per week. Subsequently the plaintiff was induced by the 
defendants’ agent to effect a second policy with the defendants upon his 
mother’s life, and on the 18th of May, 1891, the defendants issued the 
second policy for £18 12s., ata premium of 1s. per week. The propcsal 
form for this policy was said to be signed by the mother herself, but the 
policy was effected for the benefit of the plaintiff, and the premiums were 
paid by him. The plaintiff was induced to take out both policies on the 
direct assurance of the defendants’ agent that the policies would be valid. 
In 1902 the plaintiff, being informed that the policies were void for want 
of insurable interest, brought an action in the county court to recover the 
premiums paid by him under the two policies |during the preceding 
twelve years, amounting to £43 8s. The following were the questions put 
to the jury and the answers given by them: (1) Had the person for whose 
benefit the assurance was really made a real pecuniary interest under 
either policy?—Yes. (2) Did the agent in either case make a statement 
which was false in fact? (If so, what was it?)—No. (3) Did the agent 
in either case know that what he was saying was untrue?—No. (4) Was 
either policy, or were both, taken out in ‘consequence of what the agent 
had said?—Yes. (5) Did the agent in either case represent that the 
policy had been a good one?—Yes. (6) Were the agents in what they 
did, or was either of them, guilty of any fraud, and, if so, in what 
respect?—No. Judgment was given for the defendants, on the ground 
that the first policy was not void, as the plaintiff had an insurable 
interest in reference to his mother’s funeral expenses, which would 
practically fall on the plaintiff, as her husband would not be in a position 
to pay them, and with regard to both policies that, even if they were void 
for want of insurable interest, the premiums could not be recovered back, 
the representation of the agent as to the validity of the policies being 
a representation as to a matter of law, and having been innocently made. 
On appeal by the plaintiff, the Divisional Court held, as to the first policy, 
that the mere prospective moral duty upon the plaintiff of paying for his 
mother’s funeral expenses did not constitute an insurable interest; that 
the two policies were on the same footing, both having been taken out by 
the plaintiff; and that, as the policies were effected and the premiums 
paid in reliance upon a statement by the defendants’ agent, the plaintiff 
was entitled to assume that the latter would have a knowledge of insur- 
ance law, and that, therefore, the parties were not in pari delicto, and the 
premiums could consequently be recovered back. From this decision the 
defendants now appealed. The following cases were cited: Howard v. 
Refuge Friendly Society (54 L. T. 644), British Workmen’s and General 
Assurance Co. Vv. Cunliffe (18 Times L. R. 425, 502), Barnes v. London 
Edinburgh and Glasgow Life Insurance Co. (8 Times L. R. 143), and Smith 
v. Cuf’ (6 M. & 8. 160). 

Tur Courr (Cotims, M.R., and Romer and Marnew, L.JJ.) allowed the 


appeal. 

Co.urss, M.R., in giving judgment, said that it was clear law on the 
authority of Howard v. Refuge Friendly Society that, where one of the two 
parties toan illegal contract paid money to the other in pursuance of the 
contract, he could not recover it back. The plaintiff was therefore primd 
‘acie debarred from recovering in this case, but it was contended on his 
behalf that he was relieved from that rule by the representation made to 
him by the defendants’ agent. The representation, however, was a mere 
statement of opinion as to law, and the jury found that it was made 


innocently. Unless there was fraud, or duress, or oppression, or some 
fiduciary relationship between the parties, a party to an illegal contract 
who had sustained a loss in consequence of a mistake in law had no legal 
remedy. 

Romer and Matuew, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
CounseL, M. Shearman, K.C., and Cecil Walsh ; Sir E. Clarke, K.0., 8. T. 
Evans, K.C., and J. J. Parfitt. Soricrrors, Esson & Mallam, for G, Mallam § 
Sons, Oxford ; Storer, for Hatt, Oxford. 

| Reported by E. G. Strctwex1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


In the Matter of EDWARD CHAPMAN (DECEASED). PERKINS v. 
CHAPMAN AND OTHERS, No. 2. 19th Feb. 


Wu.t—Consrruction—Forrersvre OCiavse—Marriaces is Txstaton’s 
Luverm™we—Prourerrion oF Marrirace Wrruix Certrars Decrers— 
Domestic Retations—APPuicaTion or Ciause Arrer Dearu or Tesrator. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The facts were as 
follow: The plaintiff was one of the daughters of Edward Chapman, the 
testator, and she claimed to be one of the residuary legatees under his will. 
The question at issue was whether—according to the true construction of the 
will of Edward Chapman, dated the 24th of March, 1881, and in particular 
of the declaration therein contained in the words following : ‘‘ And I declare 





This was an appeal by the defendants from the judgment of the 


that if any son or daughter of mine shall contract any marriage 
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forbidden by me as hereinafter expressed, then and in any such case his 
or her share, right, title, and interest of, in, and to my said trust estate and 
the income therefrom shall thenceforth cease and determine, and my said 
trust estate shall thenceforth go and be held in such manner as the same 
would have been held if he or she had died before me without leaving any 
child or children living at my death. And I declare that the marriages 
forbidden by me are in the case of a son or daughter marriage with a person 
of any degree of kindred unless more remote than third cousin, and also 
in the case of a daughter marriage contracted without the previous written 
consent ‘of the trustee or trustees for the time being of this 
my will, or if more than two of a majority of them ’’—the plaintiff, who 
had married her first cousin, Charles Steele Perkins, in the litetime of her 
father, the testator, on the 9th of November, 1886, and with the sanction 
or subsequent approval of the testator, had forfeited her share, right, title, 
and interest to the testator’s trust estate and the income thereof. The 
testator further, by his will, after bequeathing certain pecuniary legacies, 
and the share in his business, devised and bequeathed all his real and 

rsonal estate unto trustees (one being his wife, who was also one of the 
defendants) upon trust for sale and conversion, and out of the income, to 
pay to his wife for life or widowhood £250 per annum, and until his 
youngest son should attain twenty-five, if his wife should then be living 
or his widow, appropriate to each of his sons or their issue £125 per 
annum, and to each daughter (except his daughter Alice) and their 
issue £100 per annum, and he directed that at the date of distribu- 
tion the trust investments should be divided into as many parts as 
the number of his sons and daughters (exeept his daughter Alice), 
present and future, who should die before the date of distribution leaving 
issue who should be living at the date of distribution, such issue to take 
their parent’s share under certain conditions. Then there was a provision 
in case of bankruptcy of a son or daughter contained in the material 
clause in question. Shortly before the date of the testator’s will, his 
daughter Alice married her cousin, a brother of the plaintiff’s husband, 
and the testator thereupon made his will, expressly excluding her, as stated 
above. Subsequently the plaintiff m 1886, on her marriage, became 
estranged from her father; however, later the testator became reconciled 
to both of his daughters, but made no alteration in his will. The testator 
died on the 23rd of December, 1902, and probate was granted to his widow 
on the 14:h of January, 1903. The testator was possessed of very consid+r- 
able property. The defendants were the present trusters of the will. sub- 
stituted in lieu of the original trustees nominated by the testator m con- 
junction with his widow. The plaintiff took out an originating summons 
to have it determined, amongst other matters, whether, according to the 
construction of the said will, and in particular of the said declaration pro- 
hibiting certain marriages, the plaintiff had by her marriage forfeited ber 
share in the said trust estate, and whether she was entitled to have paid 
to her the yearly sum of £100 until the date of distribution mentioned in 
the will. Kekewich, J., held, on the matter coming before him, that the 
plaintiff having married within the prohibited degrees, forfeited her 
interest and that of her children. From this decision the plaintiff 
appealed. 


Tue Covrt (VavcHan Wri.iams, Srreuinc, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 


Vavenan Wii1ams, L.J.—The question to be decided here is really 
from what date the forfeiture clause speaks. It was decided in the case of 
Bullock v. Bennett (3 W. R. 291, 7 D. G. M. & G. 283) that section 24 of 
the Wills Act 1837 (1 Vict. c. 26), has no application except as to property 
comprised in the will. Everyone, therefore, will agree, that no 
argument can be founded on that section. Now we are leit in a position 
before the Wills Act, and I will goa step further than Bullock v. Bennett. 
We have to look at this will, and see from what date it speaks. H-re you 
have the date of a will, either on the will or to be ascertained from 
evidence. When the testator uses words of futurity, I should say 
it speaks from the date of the will, and nut trom the date of the death; 
there is a strong presumption about that, but I do not think it matters 
We must look at the will itself, and there is ample evidence to shew 
that the testator intended that these acts of forfeiture should 
occur after his death. I need not go through the cases again, but 
speaking shortly, the two instances of using words which 
struck me most were “. . then and in every such case... 
shall thenceforth cease and determine .. . ,’’ and other words 
relating to the consent of trusteeés—[ His lordship read the clause and condi- 
tions prohibiting marriage]—I think the testator meant that these acts of 
forfeiture should take place after his death. His lordship referred to 
Metcalfe v. Metcalfe (35 Sortcrrors’ Jovrnat, 528; 1891, 3 Ch. 1) and 
Trappes v. Meredsth (20 W. R. 130, 7 App. Cas. 248). I think this appeal 
should be allowed. 


Sriziinc, L.J.—I am of the same opinion, but I must confess I have 
had very great difficulty in arriving at this conclusion. The acts which 
occasion forfeiture are of two classes. If there was no authority bearing 
on the question, I should have said that the language of the gift over 
would be strong enough to shew that the testator was referring to the 
occurrence of such an event after his death, but in Mercalfe v. Metcalfe the 
Court of Appeal took the view that the forfeiture applied to acts done in 
the lifetime of the testator. [His lordship referred to Trappes v. Meredith. ] 
It is said we ought to follow decisions with respect to the bankruptcy 
o It seems to me that these forfeitures apply after the testator’s 

eath. 


Cozens-Hanvy, L.J., delivered judgment substantially to the same effect. 
—Covrnsen, Upjohn, K.C., and E. Clayton; Levett, K.C., and J. F. Iselin; 
W. A, Rusecll. Souscrtons, John F. Child; Ward, Perks, § McKay. 


[Reported by A. R. Tayioun, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PLEWS v. SAMUEL. Kekewich, J. 17th Feb. 


VreNDOR AND PurcHaseR—TRvsTEESHIP oF VENDOR—CoNrFLICT or Dyry 
AND InTEREST—ALLOCATION OF Rents RecEIVED BY VENDOR IN Posszssqoy 
To Rents in ARREAR Prior To Contract. 


This was a vendor’s action for specific performance of a contract dated 
the 24th of February, 1902, for the sale to the defendant of three leasehold 
houses in Cardiff, two of which were then let at weekly rents of £1 2s, 6g, 
and £1 7s. 6d. respectively, the landlord paying all outgoings. The cop. 
tract fixed as the day for completion the 18th of March, 1902, and it was 
thereby agreed that if the purchaser (in effect) failed to complete on that 
day he should pay interest at 6 per cent. per annum on the 
unpaid purchase-money from that day until the actual payment 
or the vendors might at their option take the rents and profits 
of the property for the same period. Owing to a dispute as tp 
what was really included in the contract, the vendor took out a summons, 
on the hearing of which his contention was upheld, and in consequence 
the matter was delayed and the purchase was not completed on the day 
fixed, and the vendor remained in possession of the premises. At the 
date of the contract the tenants owed £31 1s. for back rent, which sum 
was increased to £34 before the day fixed for completion. The purchaser 
had no knowledge and made no inquiries as to this. Subsequently to the 
day fixed for completion the vendor received the rents from the tenants, 
and on the 9th of March, 1903, when completion was about to take place, 
rendered to the purchaser an apportionment account drawn on the footing 
that the vendor was entitled, as against the purchaser, to apply out of the 
rents so received the sum of £34 in payment of the arrears. The vendor 
had elected to take interest under the contract in lieu of rents, and the 
purchaser accordingly refused to accept the account as drawn. The case now 
came on upon an agreed statement of facts to the general effect aforesaid, 
It was argued for the vendor that he was entitled to allocate his receipts 
first to the arrears of rent, so as to put them in his own pocket ; that there 
was no breach of duty by the vendor unless wilful default could be proved, 
that he was only a trustee in a modified sense, and had taken proper care 
of the property, and by not distraining on the tenants for current rent had 
saved the purchaser from entering on a vacant property. The fo lowing 
cases were cited: Lysaght v. Edwards (2 Ch. D. 499), Foster v. Deacon (3 
Madd. 394), Sherwin v. Shakespear (5 De G. M. & G. 517), Phillips v. 
Silvester (8 Ch. 173). 

Kexewicn, J,, in giving judgment, observed that the point was a novel 
one. His lordship dealt with the cases of Lysaght v. Edwards (whi supra) 
and Phillips v. Silvester (ubi supra), as illustratiug the peculiar position sub- 
sisting between vendors and purchasers after the contract for sale ; it was 
trusteeship, though only in a modified sense, for the vendor still hada 
beneficial interest in the property himself not only for the purchase-money, 
but also in the event of the purchaser failing to complete. But all the 
cases dealt with the relationship between contract and the day fixed for 
completion ; here the question was as to the period subsequent to the day 
fixed for completion; completion not having taken place, the vendor 
remained in possession. No doubt as against the tenants the vendor 
might properly allocate the rents received to any arrears of rent owing to 
him, but as against the purchaser different considerations arose ; he still 
owrd the purchaser a duty—the duty of doing the best he could for 
him ; if so, his duty lay one way and his interest another; if, as was the 
fact, he was in a sense a trustee for the purchaser, how could he set up his 
interest as against his duty? The law said where there was a conflict in 
such a case between duty and interest, duty must prevail; if it had not 
in fact done so, the court must order that duty should prevail ; it followed 
therefore, that the vendor must account for the £34 to the purchaser and 
could not allocate the sum to his own debt. Declaration accordingly.— 
‘‘ouNSEL, Ma:Swinney ; P. 0, Lawrence K.C., and Ashton Cross. Soxtcrrons, 
Bower, Cotton, § Buwer, for Stephens, David, ¢ Co., OarJliff; Wondybank, 
Samuell, § Lawrence, for Lewis Morgan §& Box, Cardiff. 

[Reported by Auan C. Nzssitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ALLEN AND DRISCOLL’S CONTRACT. Byrne, J. 12th Feb. 


Locat GoveRNMENT—Pusiic Heatran Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), 8. 
150, 257—Exrense or Pavinc—Dare or Cuarce Anisina—VENDOR AND 
PuRCHASER. 


This was a vendor and purchaser summons for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether the expenses of the Urban District Gouncil of Acton 
incurred in paving a street should be borne by the vendors or the 
purchasers. The houses in respect of which these expenses arose were 
situate in Rusthall-avenue, Acton. In February, 1903, the Urban District 
Council gave notice to the owners and occupiers of these houses, who were 
the vendors, to sewer, level, and pave the street adjoining these houses 
within five weeks. This notice was not. complied with, and consequently, 
on the 13th of July, 1903, the council employed a contractor to do the 
paving of the street. Onthe 22nd of July, 1903, an order in an action 
of Allen v. Driscoll was made that ‘‘ the defendants, T. Driscoll and 
Emma his wife (the purchasers of the summons), do pay to the plaintiffs 
(the vendors) on or before the 29th of September next the sum of £4,440 
in settlement of the purchase-money and interest due in respect of ’’ the 
above-mentioned leasehold houses, the plaintiffs by their counsel under- 
taking to make a good title to the houses, ‘‘ and the defendants are to 
receive the rents and pay the outgoings in respect thereof up to the sai 
29th of September next.’”? The works were not, however, completed till 
subsequently to the 29:h of September, 1903, and the question arose 
between the vendors andthe purchasers whether under the 257th section 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, the expenses incurred by the public 
authority in executing these works became a charge upon the property at 








1904, 





OF Dury 
Possessioy 


tract dated 
€ leasehold 
F £1 2s, 64. 
The cop. 
and it wag 
ste on that 
1 on the 
payment, 
nd profits 
ute as to 
summons, 
nseq uence 
n the day 
. At the 
vhich sum 
purchaser 
tly to the 
) tenants, 
ake place, 
18 footing 
out of the 
he vendor 
, and the 
: Case now 
aforesaid, 
8 receipts 
hat there 
€ proved, 
oper care 
rent had 
'o lowing 
Deacon (3 
hillips Y. 


}& novel 
chi supra) 
‘ion sub- 
'; it was 
ll hada 
-money, 
all the 
ixed for 
the day 

vendor 

vendor 
wing to 
he still 
uld for 
was the 
t up his 
flict in 
had not 
liowed 
ser and 
ngly.— 
‘CITORS, 
dy bank, 


ib. 
15), 88, 
»R AND 


deter- 
Acton 
r the 
were 
istrict 
) were 
ouses 
ently, 
o the 
ction 
| and 
ntiffs 
4,440 
’ the 
ider- 
re to 
said 
L till 
sre 
stion 
iblic 
y at 





Feb. 27, 1904. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 48.] 277 











time the when the authority became liable to pay for them, in which case 
they would have to be borne by the vendors, or whether the charge only 
took effect upon the completion of the works, in which case these expenses 
would have to be borae by the purchasers. 

Brave, J.—In the case of Stock v. Meakin (48 W. R. 420; 1900, 1 Ch. 683), 
acase between vendor and purchaser, it was held that the apportioned 
expenses of private street works become, uader the Private Street Works 
Act, 1892, a charge on the premises in respect of which they are appor- 
tioned as from the date of completion of the works and not merely as trom 
the date of final apportionment. Itis true that it was not necessary to 
decide that the charge did not take effect at an earlier date than that of 
completion. But Ido not doubt that the court did determine that the 
time of completion was the date of the charge taking effect, and I do not 
see why I should put another interpretation on the words of the Act. And 
in Surtees v. Woodhouse (47 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 276, 41 W. R..275; 1903, 
1K. B. 396), Stirling, L.J., says that ia Stock v. Meakin it was held that 
the expenses became a charge on the premises on which they were appor- 
tioned as from the date of the completion of the work, and not from the 
date of the final apportionment. I hold that upon the authorities these 
expenses did not become a charge upon the premises until the date of 
completion of the works, and that therefore they must be borne by the 
purchasers.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy; Norton, K.C., and Ashton ross. 
Sorrcrtors, 7. Blanco White; Taylor, Wiilcocks, & Lemon. 

| Reported by Nevituis Tessurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
PARKER v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Channel, J. 22nd. Feb. 


| London, sold to Messrs. Shaw & Sons 500 tons of St. 





Rient or Action acarinst Pusiic AvuTHoriTres — Tramway System 
Acqurrep ix County Councrt—Purniic UNDERTAKING oR COMMERCIAL 
EnTEeRPRIZzeE—ACQUIRED AND CARRIED ON WITH FuNbs Provipep BY THE 
Ratrs—AcTION ror Persona. Insurres ny Passencer—Time Wiurnin 
such Action Must se Brovcut—Pusiic Avurnonritres Prorecrion Act, 
1893, s. 1 (a). 

Case stated by an order of a Master in Chambers for the determination 
of a point of law raised by the defendants, The plaintiff brought this 
action against the defendant county council to recover damages for 
personal injuries received on the 16th of June, 1902, in a collision between 
two tramcars belonging to the defendants, The accident took place 
in the course of the electrification of the line, when two lines were put so 
close together that the accident happened. It was admitted that for the 
purposes of the argument it should be taken as proved that the collision was 
caused by the negligence of the drivers of the cars or one of them in getting 
the cars into position in which theycame. The defendant council by virtue 
of certain private and local Acts of Parliament had acquired the tramway 
of, among other companies, the London Tramways Co., and at the time 
of the accident were carrying on the enterprize in relation to the tram- 
ways with funds provided out of the rates. The defendants contended 
that they were exonerated from liability here, because in carrying on the 
workings of the tramways the provisions of the Public Authorities Protec- 
tion Act, 1893, applied in their favour, and that inasmuch as the plaintiff 
had not commenced proceedings within six months after the negligent act 
complained of, the action was barred by the limitation imposed by section 
1 (a) of that statute. This was the question of law that was now argued. 
The plaintiff submitted that the defendants gud carriers of passengers 
were engaged in a commercial enterprize, and were not within the pro- 
visions of the Act of 1893, and Carfus v. London and Brighton Railway Co. 
(54. & E. 547) and Falmer v. Grand Junction Co. (4 M. & W. 749) were 
relied on. For the defendant council it was contended that they were 
entitled to the protection of the statute, as the accident happened while 
carrying out a statutory duty, and they had, by the negligence of their 
driver, been guilty of a ‘‘ neglect or default ’’ in carrying out that duty, 
for which, if held liable in damages, the rates would suffer. 

CuanneLL, J., said that during a considerable portien of the argument 
be was inclined to think that there were grounds upon which he could 
decide in favour of the plaintiff, but he had come to the conclusion that 
the matter was concluded by authority, and that whatever his personal 
opinion might be he was bound to give judgment for the defendants. The 
facts were that the London gp 3 Council, under the combined operation 
of several Acts of Parliament, obtained the power to acquire, and when 


acquired, to work certain tramways and in particular the tramway at 
Tooting, on which this accident arose, which was alleged to be due to the 
question was 
whether this was un action to which the Public Authorities’ Protection Act 


negligence of one or other of the tramcar drivers. The 


applied. The case of the Attorney-General v. Margate Pier Oo. (1900, 1 


Cn. 749) shewed that the tramway company from whom the defendants 
purchased the undertaking would not have been protected by the statute 
under similar circumstances, for they were a commercial company, though 
acting under statutory powers. No doubt, when the Act was passed the 
Legislature did not contemplate the case of municipal bodies carrying on 
commercial enterprizes of this kind; but he had to deal with the words 
they used as interpreted by a previous decision. He himself should have 
body should have 
the protection of the Act in constructing tramways, &¢., but that they should 


thought that Parliament contemplated that a municipal 


nut have the protection of the Act merely in carrying on the working, but 
he was unable to distinguish this case from the case of The Faun (1899, 


P. 236) and other authorities cited by the defendants, and, therefore, he 


must hold that the defendants were entitled to the protection of the Act. 


Judgment, therefore, must be for the defendants on the point of law, with 
the costs of the argument.—Counsen, Moyses; Daldy. Soricirons, H. J. 


Sydney ; W. A. Blaxland, 
[Reported by Exsxine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.} 


WALKERS, WINSER, & HANSON v. SHAW & CO. Channel, J. 
22nd and 23rd Feb. 


Sate or Goops—Quauity Nor rm Accorpance with Sampte—Ricur or 


Buyer to Resecr—Cvusrom Limrrrise Rigut—Va.ipiry or Custom—Sae 
or Goops Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 76), s. 15 anp 35. 


This was a special case stated for the opinion of the court by an arbitra- 
tor on a point of law. The following are the facts of the case: Messrs. 
Walker, Winser, & Hanson, who carry on business as _—_ merchants in 

0 barley at time 
of shipment, to be as per sample. It was agreed (inter alia) that any 
dispute arising out of the contract should be settled by arbitration. In 

ursuance of the contract Messrs. Walker shipped some 414 tons to Hull, 
but Messrs. Shaw refused to accept delivery on the ground that the bulk 
was not in accordance with the sample. The president of the London 
Corn Trade Association, to whom the dispute was referred, found 
that there was a custom by which the buyer was not entitled to 
reject for difference or variation in quality unless the sum is excessive 
or unreasonable, and has been so found by arbitration under the contract. 
A condition to this effect has been _— in the forms adopted by the 
London Corn Trade Association. e barley shi under the contract 
although somewhat inferior to the sale sample quality,and in this 
respect not *‘ about as per sample”’ so as to entitle the sellers to insist on 
payment of the full contract ps without any allowance, was commercially 
within the contract, yet the difference was not excessive or unreasonable 
nor was it so at as to amount to a difference of description. The 


questions for the opinion of the court were: Whether there was any evi- 


dence on which the arbitrator could find the existence of the alleged 
custom ? and Whether or not that custom was good in law? On behalf 
of the buyers it-was contended that the custom was in express contradic- 
tion of the terms of the contract. No sufficient evidence had been given 


| of the alleged custom and it was also bad in law for uncertainty. On 


behalf of the sellers it was contended that the arbitrator had found 
the existence of the custom as a fact after having heard the witnesses. 
But for the custom buyers would be at liberty to repudiate bargains 
because of a slight variation in quality if the price had in the meantime 
gone down. 

CuANNELL, J., in giving judgment, dismissing the appeal, said that the 
points of difficulty which inly arose in the case were due in some 
degree to one tribunal having to review the decision of the other not 
having the same jurisdiction. His jurisdiction was limited to points of 
law. He should have thought that the custom as stated by the arbitrator 
was bad for uureasonableness, had it not been for the qualifying words 
* unless the difference in a | is unreasonable, and so found by arbi- 
tration, under the contract.” at meant that the buyers had not a right 
to reject the articles unless the difference was so great as to affect the 
purpose for which they were required. That was in accordance with 
the law as laid down in sections 15-35 of the Sale of Goods Act. 
It was urged that the difference would be judged according to the 
idosyncracies of arbitration. Butthe standard of reasonableness which was 
recognized by law was a matter solely for a jury to determine. As to the 
existence of the custom, he should not have himself come to the same con- 
clusion as the arbitrator. But unless he could say there was no evidence 
he could not overrule the arbitrator’s decision, who was besides a tle- 
man with a peculiar knowledge of the subject. Im the face of t he 
would not say there was no evidence of the existence of the custom, and 
his decision must therefore be in favour of the vendors.—CounsgEL, Sorutton, 
K.C., and Loehnis ; Carver, K.C., and Taylor. Sorrcrrors, Lawless ¢ Co. ; 
Pritchard & Sons. 

{Reported by Atay Hoge, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


LUDLOW v. PIKE. Channell, J. 23rd Feb. 


Lanviorp anp 'Tenant—TitHe—IciecaL AcReeMentT—Titue Act, 1891 
(54 & 55 Vicr. c. 8), s. 1 

This case came before the court on the order of a ‘master for the decision 
of the point of law raised upon the pleadings in the action. From the 
statement of counsel it appeared that the plaintiff let to the defendant a 
farm at a yearly rent of £255, and ‘‘ also by way of further rent so much 
as the landlord shall pay for the tithe rent-charge on the said premises.”’ 
The plaintiff brought an action to recover £127 10s., being six months’ 
rent, and the plaintiff paid into court £117 10s. and pleaded that 
the balance, £10 11s. 9d., in respect of tithe rent-charge, could not be 
recovered by the landlord, as it was void under section 1 (1) of the Tithe 
Rent-charge Act, 1891. That section provides as follows: ‘‘ Tithe rent- 
charge as defined by this Act, issuing out of any lands, shall be payable 
by the owner of the lands, notwithstanding any contract between him and 
the occupier of such lands, and any contract made between an occupier 
and owner of lands after the passing of this Act for the payment of the 
tithe rent-charge by the occupier shall be void.”” On behalf of the plaintiff 
it was contended the contract contained in the lease was a contract of 
indemnity, which was not forbidden by the Act. The Act was passed in 
order to avoid the friction owing to the tithe owner having to distrain on 
the occupier. If the lease specified the total amount of rent the 
tenant was to pay it would have been clearly good. The case of 
tax was quite Bistinct from tithe. Counsel cited Davies v. Fitton (2 Dr. & 
W. 225). Counsel for the defendant was not called upon to argue. 

Cuannztt, J., in dismissing the appeal, said a deal of the argument 
had been directed as to the reasons of the Legislature for this enactment. 
It was quite plain to his mind that the words of this lease did the very 
thing that the Legislature had forbidden—they had placed the burden of 





the tithe on the tenant, giving him the advantage in the event of the value 
of corn going down and corresponding disadvantage in the event of its 
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going up. There was no particular reason why the Legislature had enacted 
that which it had. The main object would have been effected. But it was 
sometimes convenient to go further than was necessary in order to make 
certain of doing that which it was desired should be done. Here certain 
words had been used, and the present case came within those words. 
Davies v. Fitton, when examined, was an authority against the plaintiff. 
He decided the case on tne ground that the case clearly came within the 
express words of the section.—Counsrt, Foote, K.C., and Foa ; Moyses. 
Souicrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; J. T. Rossiter. 
[Reported by Ataw Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


STILES (Appellant) ». GALINSKI (Respondent). NOKES AND ANOTHER 
(Appellants) v. MAYOR, &c., OF ISLINGTON (Respondents). Div. Court. 
3rd Feb. 


Loca Government—Mertrorotis—Byr-LAw—LoDGING-HOUSE—LIABILITY 
or LanpLorp—Norice—Pvsiic Heatta (Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vicr. c. 76), s 94, 
These two appeals, on cases stated, were heard together. The first case 

was stated by F. Mead, Esq., metropolitan police magistrate sitting at 

the Thames police-court, who on an information preferred by the appellant 

against the respondent for that the respondent, being the landlord of a 

lodging-house, 166, Stepney-green, did not, in the first week of the 

month of April last, cause every part of the premises to be cleansed, 
contrary to the bye-laws in such case made and provided, dismissed the 
summons. Theappellant was a sanitary inspector and inspector of lodging- 
houses under the council of the Borough of Stepney. The respondent was 
the landlord of the house in question within the said borough and 
was registered under the bye-laws. On the 18th of March, 1903, the 

—— visited the house and found the rooms and staircases dirty. 

He again visited the house on the 14th of April, and he found the same 

state of dirt. On the 11th of June, 1902, the council of the Borough 

of Stepney, under section 94 of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, 

made bye-laws which were duly allowed by the Local Government Board 

with respect to houses let in lodgings. Section 94 of the Public Health 

(London) Act, 1891, provides that (1) every sanitary authority shall 

make and enforce such bye-laws as are requisite for the following matters 

(that is to say)—(d) For enforcing drainage for such houses and for pro- 

moting cleanliness and ventilation in such hvuses; (e) for the cleansing 

and lime-washing at stated times of the premises. Section 114 provides 
that all bye-laws made by any sanitary authority under this Act shall be 
made subject and according to the provisions with respect to bye-laws 

contained in sections 182 to 186 of the Public Health Act, 1875 (38 & 39 

Vict. c. 55), and set forth in the first schedule to the London Act. Section 

182 above referred to provides that no bye-law made under this Act by a 

local authority shall be of any effect if repugnant to the laws of England 

or to the provisions of this Act. Bye-law 1 provides that ‘' landlord ’’ in 
relation to a lodging-house means the person (whatever may be the nature 
or extent of his interest in the premises and whetherhe resides on the premises 
or not) who receives or is entitled to receive the rack-rent of a lodging-house. 
Bye-law 14 provides that the landlord shall in the first week of the month 
of April in every year, and at such other times as the condition thereof may 
render it necessary, cause every part of the premises to be cleansed. He 
shall at the same time, subject to the proviso of the bye-law, cause every 
area, the interior surface of every ceiling and wall of every water-closet and 
the interior surface of every ceiling and wall of every room, staircase, and 
passage in the house, to be thoroughly lime-washed. ‘The magistrate was 
of opinion that so much of the first clause.of bye-law 14 as requires the 
annual cleansing by the landlord was invaiid on the following grounds: 

(a) Being ultra vires ; (b) being repugnant to the laws of England ; (c) being 

repugnant to the provisions of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891; (d) 
ing unreasonable. He therefore dismissedthesummons. He considered 

(a) That section 94 (d and ¢) of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, did 

not empower the borough council to cast an obligation upon a “‘ landlord ”’ 

which did not already exist at common law or by statute, but merely 
entitled them to regulate the duties of persons already responsible by 
requiring—c.g., periodical performances ; (4) that the bye-law was repug- 
nant to the laws of England, because in the absence of express coven- 
ants there is no obligation upon a reversioner even to repair, much 
less to cleanse, any premises which have been let to a tenant for 
any term at any rate unless the state of the premises in consequence of 
dirt or non-repair is a nuisance of which he has notice and it was in his 
power to abate the nuisance by putting an end tothe tenancy. None of 
these conditions were appended to the bye-law ; (c) that under the Public 

Heaith (London) Act, 1891, and the Public Health Act, 1875, the following 

state of things must exist before any obligation additional to the common 

law can be cast updn the owner (the equivalent to the “‘ landlord’”’ under 
the bye-laws)—(1) A nuisance injurious to health, and (2) inability to find 
the person by whose act, default, or sufferance the nuisance exists, or 
structural detect the cause of the nuisance; (d) that even if the bye-law 
would be otherwise good in making the landlord responsible, it was 
unreasonable because it did not cast a primary, or at least a concurrent, 
liability upon the lodger to cleanse his rooms, and also relieved the 
keeper, who has more immediate control of the premises than the 

rd, from all liability in the matter either concurrent or prior 

80 far as the rooms and exclusive staircases, &c., were concerned. 

The second case was stated by T. D’Eyncourt, Esq., metropolitan police 
magistrate sitting at the Clerkenwell police-court, who convicted the 
pce on a complaint presented by a sanitary inspector on behalf of 
the respondents against the appellants, for that they being the landlords 
as defined by the bye-laws of the borough made under the Public Health 


of more than one family of a lodging-house within the borough, 


did not in the first week of the month of April of the present year cayg 
every part of the premises to be cleansed contrary to the said bye-laws, 
Evidence was given that the appellants were auctioneers and house agents 
and were the landlords within the meaning of the bye-laws of the premiges 
referred to in the complaint, and did not in the first wéek of the month of 
April of the present year cause every part of the premises to be Cleanseq 
as required by the bye-laws; the house contained ten rooms, and 
was not cleansed in the first week of April according to the bye-law. Some 
of the rooms were whitewashed and papered in December, 1902, and the regt 
of the cleansing was not carried out till May, 1903. It would take two men 
from a week to a fortnight to cleanse such a house in accordance with the 
bye-law. The builder who was employed by the appellants had orders tg 
cleanse 15 other registered lodging-houses at the same time as thege 
premises, and five other houses belonging to the appellants, and stated 
that he was of opinion that he could not have carried out the cleansing of 
all these houses during the first week of April. He did not, however, 
receive his orders to cleanse these premises until some time in April, and 
did not commence until the beginning of May. Other evidence was given 
to the effect that, with one or two weeks’ notice, analmost unlimited supply of 
such labour as was necessary for complying with the bye-law could be 
obtained during the first week of April. Upon the evidence the magistrate 
came to the conclusion that, if it was necessary that the cleansing should be 
carried out in any one week, the first week in April was the most suitable, 
having regared to the condition of the labour market and all other matters, 
There were about 530 registered houses let in lodgings in the said borough 
and coming under this bye-law. There were in the whole of London 
16,000 such houses. There were 11,446 men in the borough of Islington 
engaged in the house-building trade, of whom 3,936 were painters, and 3,452 
labourers. The cleansing required by the bye-law couldtoa very large extent 
be carried out by unskilledlabour. Bye-law 1 provides that “‘ landlord” in 
relation to a house or part of a house which is let in lodgings or occupied 
by members of more than one family means the person (whatsoever may 
be the nature or extent of his interest in the premises) by whom or on 
whose behalf such house or part of a house is let in lodgings, or for 
occupation by members of more than one family, or who for the time 
being receives or is entitled to receive the profits arising from such letting, 
whether on his own account, or as agent or trustee for any other person, 
or who would so receive the same if such house or part of a house were let 
at arent. Bye-law 17 provides that the landlord of a lodging-house shall, 
in the first week of the month of April in every year, cause every part of 
the premises to be cleansed. The bye-law makes further provision for 
lime washing the ceilings and walls of the premises. It was contended on 
behalf of the appellants that the bye-law was unreasonable and wléra vires, 
and, therefore, invalid in that it was practically impossible that all such 
houses could be cleansed in the space of one week. The magistrate was 
of opinion that, although there might be some difficulty in complying with 
the bye-law, yet as there was no impossibility in so doing, the bye-law 
was not so unreasonable as to be invalid. 
Tae Cover (Lord Atverstonz, C.J., and Wiis and Kennepy, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal in the first case, and allowed the appeal in the second 
case. 
Lord Atverstong, C.J., in delivering judgment in both cases, said that 
they were both of extreme importance. He agreed that, as was pointed 
out by Lord Russell, C.J., in Kruse v. Johnson (46 W.R. 630 ; 1898, 2Q. B. 
Y1), bye-laws which had been framed by public authorities ought not 
to be lightly set aside ; but these bye-laws, as framed, could not be sup- 
ported. With regard to the first case, they could not be supported for 
the reason that they had been framed in such a way as to make persons, 
not morally responsible, liable to penalties without notice of the breach of 
the bye-laws. ‘The word ‘‘cause’’ in bye-law 14 was the word which gave 
rise to the difficulty. ‘‘ Cause’’ did not merely mean take steps, but to 
see that the thing was done. The landlord, who was the person who was 
to see that the thing was done, was defined in the bye-laws. The 
objection to the bye-law was that a person who under certain circum: 
stances was merely entitled to the rack-rent of the premises might become 
liable to penalties under the bye-laws. He saw no objection in 4 
bye-law which under certain circumstances placed responsibility on the 
landlord, but the objection to this bye-law was that a landlord, who might 
be quite unaware that the requirements of the bye-laws had not been com- 
plied with, would be subjected to penalties without any notice having 
been served on him. The bye-laws were bad, because they did not provide 
that the persons who were made responsible for seeing that the things were 
done should receive the necessary notice. He thought that on the con- 
struction of the bye-laws landlord might include any ordinary landlord. 
In his opinion, the bye-laws in both cases required remodelling with the 
oint of view, not of removing the liability of the landlord, but of giving 
Pim notice before subjecting him to penalties. For these reasons the 
appeal in the Stepney case must be dismissed, while the appeal in the 
Islington case must be allowed, 
Wits and Kennepy, JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal in first case dismissed. Appeal in .second case allowed.— 
CounseL, in first case G LHiliott; R. C. Glen, Clavell Salter, and R. Goddard 
in second case, Clarke Williams; Courthope-Munroe. Soxicrrors, in first 
case, C. V. Young §& Son; George Vandamm § Co. ; in second case, 0. V. 
Young & Cowper ; A. M. Bramall, 
| Reported by E. G, S1itt weit, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 








We are requested to state that Mr. F. W. Field, who had been im 
practice as a solicitor for about ten years, recently retired from the pro- 
fession, and is now a partner in Messrs. Field and Sons, auctioneers, 

54, Borough High-street, 8.E. 
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Law Societies. 


The Birmingham Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members as compared with last year shews an 
increase of fourteen. Twenty-six new members have been elected, three 
have resigned, four have ceased to be members by reason of non-payment 
of subscriptions, and seven have died ; the number now on the register is 
958; twenty-two barristers have during the year subscribed for the privilege 
of using the library. , : 

A Veteran Solicttor.—In March last your committee passed a resolution of 
congratulation to Mr. A. 8. Field, of Leamington, on the attainment of his 
nineticth birthday. Mr. Field (who was admitted a solicitor as far back 
as 1834) has held for many years several public appointments in the County 
of Warwick, and this consideration prompted your committee to offer him, 
as a local professional man, their felicitations on reaching so exceptional an 
age. A copy of the resolution suitably prepared was forwarded to Mr. Field, 
who replied by a letter from which the following extraet is taken: ‘‘Itis a 

tage. I find, however, the gift of prolon life is attended with many 

wbhacks. But I have also many blessings—among the first of which | 
reckon the kindness of friends and the hope that in the business of my life 
Thave been thought to have acted throughout fairly and honourably, which 
the kind congratulations of your committee encourage me to believe.” 

Law Classes.—The numbers attending these classes shew a decrease as 
compared with last year, forty-nine students having joined the classes in 
the course of the year as compared with fifty-eight last year. Your 
committee have re-appointed Mr. Pearson us reader for the ensuing session, 
and they have also received an intimation from the Council of the Law 
Society that the annual grant of £100 hitherto made to the Law Lecture 
Fund by the Council will be continued for 1904. The following table 
shews the number of students who joined during the past year, and their 
average attendance :— 


No. of Average 
Students. Attendance. 
Senror.—lst Term oan 24 oe 14°4 
2nd ,, on 19 ind 14°2 
3rd_—sC«, én 24 bow 16°5 
Junion.—Ist_,, éoe 19 ms 13°0 
2nd ,, ies 11 as 8:4 
ed y, 15 oes 12°4 


Audit of Trustees’ Accounts.—The circular sent out by your committee in 
June last with a copy of the clause settled by them for insertion in wills 
and settlements empowering and in certain events directing trustees to take 
the necessary steps for the audit of trust accounts will be within the 
recollection of the members. For the convenience of members the clause 
is reprinted here: ‘‘ I empower my trustees or trustee, and on the request 
in writing of any beneficiary, I direct my trustees or trustee to employ a 
chartered accountant, who shall audit the accounts of my trust estate and 
examine the securities belonging thereto at the end of every year at least 
and report thereon to the trustees and the beneficiaries. And I also empower 
my trustees or trustee to employ such an accountant to keep such accounts 
and to engage and employ in the management of my trust estate, and the 
execution and exercise of the trusts and powers contained in this my will 
orany codicil hereto or by law conferred upon my executors and trustees, 
such solicitor, estate or house agent, accountant and others as my trustees 
or trustee may think necessary, and may make such reasonable payments 
to any persons so employed by them either by way of commission or usual 
professional charges or a fixed payment or otherwise as my trustees or 
trustee may think fit.”’ Soon after the issue of that circular several com- 
munications were received by your president and honorary secretary from 
and on behalf of the Society of Incorporated Accountants taking exception 
tothe use of the words ‘‘ chartered accountant,’’ which would have the 
effect of excluding members of the Society of Incorporated Accountants. 
Your committee issued a further circular to the members containing an 
extract from a letter from the solicitor to the Society of Incorporated 
Accountants in which he suggested that the words ‘‘ professional 
accountants ’’ should be substituted in the clause for that of ‘‘ chartered 
accountants.’’ 

Servics of Summonses, §c., by Post.—Some months ago the associated 

rovincial law societies on the initiative of the Incorporated Law Society of 
summonses to be sent by registered post where the address for service of 
either party is situate more than three miles from the office of the registrar 
of the district registry in which the matter is proceeding. There was also 
an alternative suggestion that it should be compulsory on the parties to 
give an address for personal service within three miles of the office of the 
registrar. The Associated Provincial Law Societies explained that the 
former proposal met with the approval of Mr. Justice Kekewich 
(a member of the Rule Committee), but that the latter did not. 
Your committee supported the first named suggestion, and were repre- 
sented at a meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies held 
on the 20th of February last, at which the following resolution was 
passed: ‘* That this meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies 
supports the proposal of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool to 
make provision for services of summonses and notices in district registry 
actions, by adding to ord. 67, r. 2, the following words: ‘or in causes 
or matters proceeding in a district registry by sent by prepaid 
registered post to such address for service, and the day following the 
posting of such documents shall be considered as the time of service 
thereof, and the posting thereof shall be a sufficient service,’ and by 


verpool took steps to obtain an amendment of ord. 67, r. 2, enabling | 


following words, that is to say: ‘(or in cases where service has been 
effected by post under ord. 67, r. 2, such further or other service).’ ”’ 


A copy of the resolution was forwarded to Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, but up to the present time nothing further has been done to 
carry the reform into practical effect. 


United Law Society. 


Feb. 22.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith presided.—Mr. Neville Tebbutt 
moved ‘‘ That this House is not in favour of the establishment of a School 
of Law.’’ Mr. J. ¥. W. Galbraith opposed. The speakers were Messrs. 
W. E. Singleton, E. 8. Cox-Sinclair, C. M. Knowles, F. H. M. Corbet, and 
F. O. Clutton. Mr. Tebbutt replied. The motion was lost by three votes 


to nine. 





Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


Honours ExaMINnaTION.—JANvARY, 1904. 


At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinction : 
Frmst Crass. 
{In order of Merit.] 

Samvet Metvitte Tuomas Burrrrr, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Louis H. Hornby, of the firm of Messrs. Hornby & Baker Jones, of New- 
port, Monmouth. 

Tomas Somervitte, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Messrs. Challinors & Shaw, of Leek. 
Artucr LioneL Jenkins, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.),, who served his 
clerkship with Mr. Edgar Robson Tanner, of the firm of Messrs. Tanner 
& Clarke, of Bristol. 
Rosert Wii11amM Taxzor, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Lattey, of the firm of Messrs. Payne & Lattey, of London. 
ArcuinALp Lestre Brypen, who served his clerkkship with Mr. 
Abraham Brown, of Messrs. Taylor & Brown, of Buxton; and Messrs. 
Cree & Son, of London. . 
Seconp Cass. 


{In Alphabetical Order. ]} 


Osborne Arthur Butcher, who served his clerkship with Mr. Wilson 
Stuckey, of the firm of Messrs. Stuckey, Son, { Pope, of Brighton; and 
Messrs. Nash, Field, & Co., of London. 

William Henry Carpenter, B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. William Carpenter, of London. 

Cecil Crust, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Deane Heaton, 
of Burslem. 

William Winton Gibbs, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Henry Graeme Vassall, of the firm of Messrs, Osborne, Ward, Vassall, 
&Co., of Bristol. 

Arthur Lionel Henderson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harold 
Dingwall Bateson, of the firm of Messrs. Batesons, Warr, < Wimshurst, 
of Liverpool. 

Reginald Jillings, who served his clerkship with Mr. Allan Field, of the 
firm of Messrs. Nash, Field, & 06., of London. 

James Brook Lander, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alexander 
Edmund Payne, of the firm of Messrs. Payne, Shaw, Mackenzie, { Law. 

Francis Windsor Parker Marriott, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his 
clerkship with Mr. Edwin Montagu Calvert, of the firm of Messrs. Fosters, 
Burroughes, & Calvert, of Norwich; and Messrs. Sharpe,. Parker, 
Pritchards, Barham, & Lawford, of London. 

Thomas Preece Prichard, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
James Sloan, of the firm of Messrs. Burges & Sloan, of Bristol; and 
Messrs. Guscotte, Wadham, Bradbury, & Co., of London. 

Arthur Owen Warren, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frank 
Faithfull, of the firm of Messrs. Faithfull & Davy, of Winchester; and 
Messrs. Church, Adams, & Prior, of London. 

Tamp Cass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. } 

Henry Gladstone Barclay, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
George Barclay, of Macclesfield. 

Reginald Coupland Graves, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Albert Bamford Pilling and Mr. Robert John Fittal, of Devonport; and 
Messrs. Cunliffes & Davenport, of London. 

Clement Hughes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis Nunn, 
of the firm of Messrs. Nunn & Co., of Colwyn Bay; and Messrs. Benson 
& Llewelyn Davies, of London. 

Samuel Clement Johnson, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Graham Stokes, of the firm of Messrs. Stokes & Stokes, of London. 

Cecil John Fairfax Kynaston, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Reginald Carter, of the firm of Messrs. le, Carter, & Co., of London. 

Patrick James McKnight, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin 
Alfred Paine and Mr. Edward Sholto Challinor, both of Hanley. 

James Wilson Mitchell, who served his clerkship with Frederic Edwin 
Forster, of the firm of Messrs. Keenlyside & Forster, of Newcastle-on- 
Tyne; and Messrs. King, Wigg, & Co., of London. 

John Davidson Eaton Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 





adding to ord, 54, r. 5, after the words ‘evidence of service’ the 


Wooding Nelson, of the firm of Messrs. Thurman & Co., of Alfreton ; and 
Messrs. , Ockerley, & Everington, of London, . 
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Herbert George Spiller, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Broom- 
head & Kite, of Taunton ; and Messrs. Sharp-, Parker, Pritchards, Barham, 
& Lawford, of London. 

James Wyndham Tomson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Goodrick, Clarke, & Smith, of Birmingham : and Messrs. Bird, Strode, & 
Bird, vf London. 

The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given class certificates 
and awarded the following prize of books :— 

Tv Mr. Burpitt—The Clement’s-inn—value about £10; and the Daniel 
Reardon Prize —valus about twenty guineas. 

To Mr. Somerville—The Clifford’s-inn Prize—value five guineas; and 
The John Mackrell Prize —value about £12. 

To Mr. Jenkins—The New-inn Prize—value five guineas. 

To Messrs. Tabor and Bryden—The Law Society Prizes—value about 
guineas each. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the Second 
and Third Classes. 

Eighty-seven candidates gave notice for the examination. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following carididates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 3rd and 4th of 
February, 1904: 

Atkinson, John 

Banes, Arthur Edward 
Bartelmch, Alfred Leonardt 
Bentley, Walter Basil 

Beyfus, Harry Max 

Bingham, Leonard 

Bovth, Herbert 

Bradley, Jesse 

Brine, John Edmund 

Burne, Guy Edward Knightley 
Burrows, Henry Charles Hiram 
Buttanshaw, Mark Noble 
Cave-Browne-Uave, Frank 
Chadwick, James Edward Oliver, Charles Frederick 
Conran, John Marcell Peacock, Cecil William 
Davies-Bunton, Archibald Edward Roberts, Ernest Woolley 
Me Kenneth Roberts, Percival 
Dighton, Francis Lavicount Robinson, Percy Ormonde 
Dobson, Robert Francis Roper, John 

Eccleston, Albert George Sankey, Geoffrey Barham 
Emery, Thomas Smythe Scatchard, Frederic 
Fisher, Cary! Hilliard Field Scott, George Henry 
Fint, Henry Scott, Robert Hamilton 
Fuller, John Davenant Selby, Malcolm Reginald 
Gray, Harry Granville Gordon Smith, Tarleton 
Grimwade, Hugh Noel Sowerby, James Herbert 


Lister, Herbert Dixon 
Lloyd, Victor 

Marchant, Ernest William 
Margary, Aubyn Jack 
Marsh, Robert Barkley 
Mason, Ralph Lyall 

May, Clarence James 
Meaby, Walter Charles 
Millard, Wilfred John 
Millward, John Horatio 
Morley, Jack Alfred 
Mount, Oscar Percy 
Neville, Geurge John Ernest 


Handon, John Stock, George Henry 
Harris, Cuthbert Penlington Sugg, Hubert Henry Bell 
Hartill, Walter Todd, Robert Geoffrey 


Hemming, Francis James 

Hill, Uharles Victor 

Hindley, George Oscar 

Hogg, John Stoker 

Jackman, James Alfred Bernard 
Jenkins, Albert David 

Jones, David Griffith 

Jones, Jacob 

Jones, John Emrys 

Keene, Claude Hansard Reynolds 
Keeping, Harold Balfour 
Kemp, Edward Ernest 

Krauss, Colin Stanley 

Lindley, Ernest 


Vaughan, John Frederick 

Walien, Leonard Arthur 

Walmsiey, John Henry 

Ward, Percy John 

Webb, Charles 

Westbrook, Joseph Randal 

White, Montague Adelbert Frederick 
Hamilton 

White, Thomas H. 

Wiltshire, Vere Peyton 

Wood, Ralph 

Yates, Arthur Gerald Vavasour 

Young, Edwin Victor 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpents’ Desatixe Sociery.—Feb. 23.—Chairman, Mr. G. H. 
Head.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Re Johnson Roberts 
v. Attorney-General (1903, 1 Ch. 821) was wrongly decided.”? Mr. H. J. 

son opened in the affirmative; Mr. W. Higgins opened in the 
negative. ‘The following members also spoke: Messrs. W. M. Pleadwell, 
J. E. C. Adams, P. B. Henderson, W. E. Tyldesley Jones, Hugh Rendell, 
W. E. Singleton, and Harold Elwell. The opener having replied, the 
motion was carried by one vote. 


Bruesixcuam Law Srupexts’ Socrery.—Feb. 23.—Mr. Isaac Bradley 
(vice-president of the society) delivered a most interesting and instructive 
lecture on a recent French trial, being an account of the prosecution of 
Emit Zoid for libel in connection with the Dreyfus case, and illustrating 
the difference in procedure between the English and French courts. A 
vote of thanks to Mr. Bradley terminated the proceedings. 





Mr. Justice Wright left London on Saturday morning for Penzance 
where he will remain for a time. Having been orderea by his medical 
attendant to take a complete rest, he will not, says the Zimes, resume his 
judicial duties until the i of the Easter Sittings. During his 
ee Mr. Justice Buckley will take his place as the judge in bankruptcy 


————— 


The Liverpool Board of Legal 
Studies Annual Meeting. 


Tue Law Socrery Presipent’s Apvice to Younc Soxscrrors, 


The annual meeting of the Liverpool Board of Legal Studies was held op 
Tuesday evening, at Liverpool, when the President of the Law Sogj 
(Mr. Gray Hill, Liverpool) delivered an address to the law students on the 
subject of ‘* Efforts to Establish Uniform Maritime Laws.’’ After deali 
very exhaustively with the matter, the president said that as one whe 
had a long experience of the profession, and who filled temporarily, 
however unworthily, what was to him the high office of the President of 
the Law Society, he would venture, before concluding, to offer them gome 
advice of a general character. Their present duty was to improve their 
knowledge of the law as far as possible by taking full advantage of 
the lectures and classes provided for them by the Board of Legal Studies, 
and if they went to London for the final period cf their articles, by avail. 
ing themselves of the new and admirable system of legal instruction 
provided at the Law Society’s hall (a system based to a great extent upon 
the experience of their own system of legal studies), and by using every 
opportunity of debating legal subjects at the meetings of their Lay 
Students’ Society there or in London. He would, indeed, particularly 
urge upon them to seize every chance of speaking at their debates, even 
when they dealt with non-legal subjects, taking care to prepare before. 
haud what they had to say. Not only was the art of speaking ip 
public of value in itself, but it was especially important becange 
it taught the habit of accurate thought. If they had to sup. 
port their contention by argument, they must consider their 
argument well, in order that they might be able to mest 
their legal enemy in the gate. ‘They must bear in mind that the 
increased jurisdiction which the county courts would receive from the Ist 
of January, 1905, would afford further opportunities to solicitors with 
regard to advocacy, and that to avail themselves of these it was nece 
to be able to practise the power of clothing their thoughts with wonds, 
This art would be valuable also to them for another purpose—viz., to 
enable them hereafter to do some service to the State. ‘There was, he 
thought, no calling in life which fitted a man so well for undertaking 
public business as that of a solicitor of large experience who took every 
opportunity of widening his mind. Jegal practice gave an extensive 
knowledge of maukind, and created an impartiality of judgment anda 
patient and tactful temper which were very valuable for this purpose, 
‘They had only to observe how many of their professional brethren in that 
city were rendering public service to the municipality, and how con- 
siderable a proportion of the few solicitors who had entered Parliament had 
become eminent there, to be satisfied of the truth of what he said. Let 
them not forget that the greatness of our empire really depended in the 
last resort upon the willingness and the ability of private citizens to 
serve the State in some form or other. If all were as selfish and exclusively 
occupied in the pursuit of pleasure and wealth, and as indifferent to the 
puolic good as some were, it would indeed go hard with the future of 
Great Britain and her children beyond the seas. But naturally they had 
in the first instance to make their living, and ‘‘ he who would eat of the 
cake must tarry the grinding.’’ For a long time attention to their 
own practice would prevent them from taking any important share 
in public duties. But by learning early in life somewhat of the 
art of public speaking, which, as he had said, involved the art of 
accurate thinking, they would fit themselves to do good public service 
later in life. When they had passed their final examination and 
had entered upon practice, whether as managing clerks or on their 
own account, they would find little time for reading text-books. But he 
strongly recommended them to always make time to read the reports of 
the decisions in the courts, which they would often find to cast 2, most use- 
ful light upon any particular difficulty which might arise in their daily work, 
With regard to the conduct of their own business, the first thing that he 
would warn them against was the attempt to be tooclever. Let them never 
indulge in sharp practice. If they did, they would lose caste with their 
brethren in the profession, and although in some particular case they might 
secure some pounne unworthy) advantage for their clients, yet on the whole 
they would be much less useful to him than if they conducted their business 
in a simple, straightforward, and courteous manner. Let them remember that 
the reign of technicality in law was almost over. For hundreds of years 
English law was to a very great extent its slave, and although at times 
great judges, Samson-like, burst the old ropes of form which bound them, 
yet it was not until the last century had proceeded for many years on its 
course that these bonds ceased to be of great strength. The quotation 
which the late Lord Justice Bowen is said to have made from Krasmus, 
describing the English lawyers practising in the time of the latter ass 
‘‘ Jearned set of ignorant men,’ had now long ceased to be applicable, and 
the tendency grew stronger every day to push atide all technical points, to 
cease to consider legal contentions as mere games of skill in which the 
cleverest players were entitled to succeed, to confine judicial attention to 
the real point in dispute, and to dispose of the case from a consideration 
of that point alone. ‘The lawyer was no longer to be known, 
as he was in Shakespeare’s time, by his “‘quiddits, his quillits, 
his cases, his tenures, and his tricks,” but by his power 
to find and elucidate the truth, even though it were, a 
old Polonius had it, “hid within the centre.’’ He would strongly recom 
mend them to make a point of always being on friendly terms with theit 
brethren in the profession, and to avoid harbouring what he might call the 
dissentient mind. He did not use that expression in a religious or 
{ sense, but only ax descriptive of that unfortunate disposition which made 
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icable fora man to act in conjunction with his fellows. As soon 

as they could afford it, he would urge them to becomes members of their 
Jjocal law society, and also of the Law Society. Nothing eff-ctual could be 
done to benefit the profession, to raise its status, to improve its education, 
tomaintain honourable practice, and to excludefrom it those who had shewn 
themselves unworthy to practice it, without the union of the members 
of the profession amongst themselves. When the Law Society 
was formed in 1825 the profession was perhaps at the lowest ebb of 
its reputation. Dickens, though indulging in caricature, would not 
have introduced such personages into his earlier novels as Dodson 
and Fogg, Solomon Pell, and Sampson Brass if there were then no 
titioner in the solicitor branch of the profession who bore some kind 

of resemblance to them. Such disreputable creatures were no doubt 
the rare exception. But he did not believe that they existed at all at the 
ntday. At any rate, he had never met any one like them in real life. 
They could only exist under the reign of technicality, and at a time when 
solicitors were not an organized body. The great change which had 
taken place since those days, improvements in the law and in the 
conduct of the practitioners, had been largely due to the work done by 
the Law Society and the country law societies. But how greatly would 
the position and influence of the profession be increased if all, instead 
of about half, its members belonged to the parent society. Had they 
ever considered what the Law Society was in reference to themselves? 
It was nothing less than their legal father and their legal mother rolled 
into one, for it ushered them into the legal world; it took a part in their 
legal begetting and their birth ; and it cared for their education and the 
attainment of their legal manhood. And yet, so stern was this double 
mt in the execution of its parental duty, that if (which Heaven forbid) 

any one of them should ever disgrace the profession by his conduct, it 
would set in motion machinery which would cast him out into the utter 
darkness of those who were struck off the rolls, where were the weeping of 
ex-legal eyes and the gnashing of disqualified legal teeth. He asked 
them, then, to be loyal to this just though inexorable parent, and to help 
by their support the Law Society to keep the profession at once strong and 
pure. They would, as young professional men, be subjected toa great deal 
that must try their temper and call for their patience and fortitude. They 
might perhaps have to bear the ‘‘ proud man’s contumely . . . the 
insolence of office’; for the fault of superciliousness still flourished in 
this country even as it did in Shakespeare’s time. But let them lo k to it 
that the patience and the merit, and not the unworthiness, should be 
theirs. 1f that was the case, they could endure in silence, ‘‘and in 
quietness and confidence shall be your strength.”? Without violence or 
aggression they would uphold the diguity of their calling. Another trial 
of a different kind might be theirs. ‘They might find some powerful and 
overbearing person who, from a pecuniary point of view, might be 
important to them as a client, but who would attempt to use them for his 
own purposes in such a way as to interfere with their duty as professional 
men. Let them remember on such an occasion that they belong to an 
honourable profession, by the rules of which they were bound, and that they 
were not to allow themselves to be made the instruments of another’s 
tyranny, insolence, or malice, or even mere tools in the hands of any one, 
however high his rank or great his possessions. Let them keep their 
tempers and cultivate pleasant manners, for they would find that their 
most successful work could be done as diplomatists of private life, and 
og temper and good manners were the first requisities in diplomacy. 
The business of a wise and useful diplomatist was, while firmly maintain- 
ing the rights of those whom he represented, to appease violence, to 
remove unreasonable animosity, to dissuade from rash actions, to defer 
from foolish ventures, to smooth away the difficulties which would other- 
wise hinder those enterprizes which might be wisely undertaken, to dis- 
entangle knots rather than to cut them, to ‘‘ make the crooked straight 
and the rouxh places plain” For this business there was always a wide 
scope and room for great talent of the diplomatic kind on the part of the 
solicitor. He would urge them finally never to mix their client’s mouey 
with their own, for that way danger Jay. Let them never speculate on 
the Stock Exchange or in any way, and never attemp: to finance a specu- 
ve ; for both of these were “‘ primrose ways to the everlasting 
nfire.”’ 








Companies. 


Legal and General Life Assurance Society. 


AnnvuaL MEETING. 


The sixty-seventh annual general meeting of this society was held on 
esday, at the head office, 10, Fleet-street, Mr. Wiuit1am WILuiams 
(chairman) presiding. 
The report stated that the directors much regretted to have to announce 
the death, during the past year, of their old and valued colleague, the Right 
Hon. Sir Richard Garth, K.C., who had been a member of the board since 
1889. The board, under the power conferred upon them by the deed 
of settlement, had filled the vacancy thus caused by the election of Mr. 
Claude Baggallay, K.C. Under the provisions of the deed, this gentleman 
retired from office at the present meeting, but was eligible for re-election. 
ng the past year the following new assurances been effected with 

the society, viz: Life Assurance Fund, 1,931 policies, sums assured 
$2,154,894, new premiums £103,453 8s. 1d.; General Fund, 56 policies, 
sums assured £211,009 103., new premiums £5,790 13s. 11d.; making @ 


offices under the Life Assurance Fund, £13,925 5s. 4d., for the reassurance of 
£335,330, and under the General Fund, £467 9s. 2d., for the reassurance 
of £20,840, leaving the net new business retained by the society as follows: 
Life Assurance Fund, sums assured £1,819,564, new premiums 
£89,528 zs. 9d.; General Fund, sums assured £190,169 10s., new 
premiums £5,323 4s. 9d, the total amount assured being 
£2,009,733 10s. and the new premiums £94,851 7s. 6d. The 
total net premium income had amounted to £421,308 4s. 1ld., being 
an increase of £56,590 3s. 1d. upon that of 1902. The total net claims on 
the life assurance fund had amounted to £175,147 6s. 4d. caused by 85 
deaths, and eleven endowment policies matured, as against £245,814 15s. 5d. 
in 1902, caused by 110 deaths, and three endowment policies matured. 
This first-mentioned sum included £37,967 9s. as bonus additions, and in 
cases in which bonuses had not been previously surrendered for cash or 
reduction of premium, the additions amounted to the large average 
increase of 64 per cent. The claims under the general fund amounted to 
£2,504. The total number of policies in force at the end of the year 
was 10 466, assuring with bonus additions £16,867,018. The total funds of 
the society increased during the year by the sum of £362,645 6s. 3d., 
amounted on the 31st of December to £4,403,727 18s. 7d., and (omitting 
the amount invested in the purchase of reversionary interests) the 
remainder of the society’s assets, productive and unproductive, yielded an 
average rate of £4 5s. 6d. per cent. The above funds of the society 
include £2,518,455 18s. 3d. invested on mortgages of real and personal 
property. These securities had been recently investigated by the directors, 
and the result of such investigation was satisfactory. 

Mr. E. Corevnoun (actuary and manager) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The Cuarrman moved the adoption of the report. 

Mr. Ricnarp Pennincton, in seconding the motion, said that at the 
request of the chairman, who was suffering froma cold, he would make 
the few observations which were necessary, with regard to certain matters 
which could not usually appear in the report, but which it was desirable 
should be brought to the notice of shareholders First of all he should 
like to remind them that the society had lost a highly esteemed member 
of the board anda most highly est-emed member of the legal profession in 
the death of Sir Richard Garth. ‘With regard to the report it was really 
hardly necessary to sayanything, becauseit must, he thought, in the opinion 
of all shareholders, be considered as very satisfactory, and he thought he 
might say admirable, as shewing the result of the society's operations during 
the past year. The new business had increased even beyond the high 
figure of last year, and amounted to 2,037 policies as against 1,486, assuring 
£2,365,903 10s., as against £1,956,081 103., and the new premiums were 
£109,244 2s., as against £84,075 1s. 9d., while the net amount retained by 
the society had increased from £1,675,731 10s. to £2,009,733 10s. He need 
hardly say that these figures were very gratifying to the directors, though 
he did not attribute to them entirely the improvement in the income of the 
society, and he hoped it would be felt to be gratitying and satisfactory to 
the shareholders. It would be seen that the net premium income of 
the assurance fund had increased from £335,804 to £396,168, being 
an increase on the year of £60,364: The interest and dividends 
on the assurance fund had increased from £114,7)2 to £124,774, and 
the profit on the reversions had been £24,286, as against £5,740. On 
the other hand, the death claims had been unusually small. 
Last year they amounted to £215,841, as against an expectation of 
£283,000. On the present occasion they amounted to £166,823, as against 
an expectation of about £317,000. Therefore the mortality had been very 
light, and it had also been of a favourable nature in regard to its incidence. 
The life assurance fund had increased from £3,682.814 to £4.033,704. A 
committee of the directors had recently investigated all the mortgages and 
other investments of the society, and they had made, as it had always been 
their practice to make, a very rigid examination of those securities, and 
they had come to the conclusion that the amounts were well secured. As 
regarded the convertibie securities, having regard to the great fall that had 
taken place in investments of this nature since the valuation at the end of 
1901, when all the Stock Exchange securities which stood above the market 
quotation in the society’s books were written down to that figure, the 
aggrevate value on the 3lst of December last was some £20,000 in excess of 
the value at which they stood in the balance-sheet, and the directors had 
not therefore thought it necessary to make any alteration in the individual 
values. As ed the general fund, there was a small decrease in the 
amount of the premium income—namely, £3,774. On the other hand, the 
funds had increased by the sum of £19,029. The general fund consisted 
chiefly of sinking fund policies, and he understood that this was a class of 
business which was very liable to fluctuations. This was one of the reasons 
why the directors a short time ago had separated the amount of this fund from 
the life assurance fund proper. The fall in the price of convertible securities 
had, of course, had the effect of raising the rate of interest which was obtained 
from them, and indirectly it affected, of course, the rate of interest 
on securities of all kinds, and the directors had done their best to avail 
themselves of this opportunity of reinvesting the available funds a* a 
better rate of interest than they had been able to obtain during the last 
three years. They had opened three new branches during the past year, 
one in the City, one at Birmingham, and one at Newcastle. That, of 
course, had involved some expense, but the board were satisfied with the 
results so far obtained from them, and they proposed to pursue this 
extension from time to time of the society’s business by opening branches 
elsewhere. He had a belief that if a business did not go forward there 
was a very great tendency to go , and he did not believe it was 
possible for any business to go forward unless it was actively and 
vealously pushed forward by the efforts of those interested in it. The 
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lose no opportunity of giving it a lift up, and that was to be done by 
introducing business to it on every possible occasion. 

The report having been unanimously adopted, 

The Crarrman moved that the retiring directors—viz., His Honour Judge 
Bacon, Mr. E. H. Ellis-Danvers, Mr. Arthur J. Finch, Mr. A. Grant Meek, 
Mr. William Henry Saltwell, and Mr. R. W. Tweedie—be re-elected. 

Mr. Tuomas Raw ez seconded that motion, and it was carried. 

On the motion of Mr. Pennryeton, seconded by Judge Bacon, Mr. 
Claude Baggallay, K.C., who also retired from office as a director, was 
re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. Lricu, Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co. 

were re-elected auditors. 
_ Mr. Letcn moved that the remuneration of the directors should be 
increased from 3,000 guineas to £4,000 annually. He pointed out that 
their remuneration was fixed in 1890, when the premium income was 
£247,000, and that it was now £421,000, an increase of £174,000. The 
directors were amongst the most important members of the profession, and 
the shareholders would only be doing what was right in recognizing the 
devotion they had always given to the affairs of the society. At the last 
quinquennium the expenses of management were 11°7 per cent. upon the 
premium income, a reduction of nearly 1 per cent. from the previous 
quinquennium. 

Mr. Taruam seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

Mr. Pexniycton returned thanks on behalf of the board, and the 
proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 


Law Life Assurance Society. 
Annual MEETING. 

lhe eightieth annual meeting of the Law Life Assurance Society was 
held on Wednesday at the society’s office, 187, Fleet Street, Mr. E. 
Horsman Battey presiding. 

The report stated that the number of policies effected during the year 
was 567, assuring the sum of £589,702, the premium income on which, 
including £4,834 single premiums, amounted to £21,005. The net new 
business, after deducting re-assurances, was £554,454, at annual premiums 
of £15,753, and single premiums of £3,319. . The society had also received 
during the year premiums amounting to £1,609 in respect of re-assurances 
against the risk of death from fatal accidents, under the agreement with 
the Law Accident Insurance Society (Limited). Eight sinking fund 
assurances for £55,027 were also granted, at annual premiums of £350 
and single premiums of £319. The total net premium income for the year 
was £267,587, being £3,141 more than the corresponding figure for 1902. 
Thirty-seven immediate annuities were granted, in respect of which the 
society received the net sum of £27,006. The total funds at the end of 
the year amounted to £5,053,484. The interest yielded by the society's 
funds was at the rate of £4 0s. 11d. per cent. per annum, without deduction 
of income tax. The expenses of management (including commission) 
represent £12 7s. per cent. of the total net premium income. The net 
claims by death amounted to £285,365 (including £76,747 bonuses) in 
respect of 157 policies upon 124 lives. The bonuses on participating 
policies which became claims (the bonuses attaching to which had not 
either wholly or in part been previously surrendered) averaged 62 per 
cent. of the original sums assured. The net amount of claims under life 
policies in 1903 was about £67,000 less than the expected amount according 
to the Hm. table of mortality, on which the society’s valuations are 
based. The average age at death of the lives assured under policies which 
became claims was about sixty-seven years, and the average duration of 
these policies was about 29 years. In addition to these claims, there 
had been claims for £833 under fatal accident re-assurances; three 
endowment assurances or endowments, amounting, inclusive of bonuses, to 
£1,222, had matured ; and payments amounting to £734 had been made in 
respect of the maturing of sinking fund policies. Fifteen annuitants had 
died during the year, and the society had thus been relieved from annual 
yvayments of £1,771. The Stock Exchange securities held by the society 

been re-valued, and they stood in the accounts at their market values 
on the 31st of December last. The amount by which the Stock Exchange 
securities were written down at the end of the year represented 4 per 
cent. of their total value in the books before such adjustment. ‘The 
directors greatly regretted to have to report the death of Mr. William 
Dawes Freshfield, who had been a director of the society since 1890. 

Mr. E. H. Hott (manager and secretary) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, 

The CHAIRMAN, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the 
board had lost a very well-known member, Mr. William Dawes Freshfield, 
one who occupied a very high place indeed in the profession, and who was 
a source of strength to the board. Since the ke of the report the 
society had also lost another director by the death of Mr. Richard Du 
Cane, who had served on the board for more than twenty years. ‘Turning 
to the accounts, he said that the business of the society for the past year 
showed a satisfactory state of progress. The new business of the society 
had again increased, and now amounted for the past year to £554,454, 
being an increase of some £20,000 over 1902, some £34,000 over 1901, and 
more than £50,000 over 1900. The best test of the business of an office was, 

rhaps, the premium income. For the year 1903 the premium income 
tad amounted to £267,587, being an increase of £3,000 over the premium 
income of 1902, and the largest premium income since 1872. The 
net mium income had considerably increased in recent years. 
In 1 it amounted to £212,000, and it was now £267,000. 
The total invested funds of the society had reached a figure of £5,053,484. 
This, of course, showed a decrease of £21,000 from the previous year, 
which was due entirely to the fall in the value of Stock Exchange 





securities. The other investments of the society had been quite satis 
factory, but the fall in value of Stock Exchange securities had had the 
effect of showing this diminution in the figures. A large sum had been 
written off the investments in Stock Exchange securities. They had 
been very carefully made, with the result that, although there wa 
a fall, it only amounted to 4 per cent. on their total value. fe 
believed it-was not a too sanguine hope that before the end of the quin: 
quennium Stock Exchange securities would have recovered considerably, 
and any recovery would, of course, affect beneficially the proprietory 
and policy-holders’ bonuses at the end of the quinquenniu, 
The rate of interest was £4 Os. 11d. per cent., slightly leg 
than in 1902. This was due, not to the fact that the invested 
funds of the society produced less interest, but to the fact that 
a fluctuating source of income—namely, that derived from reversions— 
was somewhat less this year. Excluding reversions, and about £330,000 
invested therein, the yield from funds invested was £4 3s. 11d., which 
compared satisfactorily with £4 2s. 3d. in 1902. The gross rate of interest 
earned by the guarantee fund was again higher—namely, £4 2s. 8d— 
higher rate than for many years past. The expenses of management during 
the last few years had, as they all knew, increased, and the reasons were 
so well known that it was unnecessary to refer further to them. This 
year they had shown a slight increase, being nearly 4 per cent. less than 
last year. The ratio was very low as compared with other offices that 
paid commissions. The claims had amounted to £285,365, an amount 
slightly in advance of 1902, but still some £67,000 less than the Hm. 
table of mortality, on which the balance-sheets were based. The average 
age of those whose life policies became claims was sixty-seven, and the 
average duration of the policies was twenty-nine years. The fatal accident 
policies. again showed a profit for the ———. There was another item 
on the accounts which perhaps called for slight comment, the amount 
paid for surrenders of policies during the year—namely, £21,000. No 
doubt, bad financial times partially accounted for the increase in the sur- 
renders, and it also happened that there were two or three large policies 
dealt with in that way. But these surrenders were not effected without 
profit to the society. With one exception—i.e. depreciation of Stock 
Exchange securities, which was a matter beyond control—he thought that 
the report altogether showed a most satisfactory state of business, and that 
the oftice was in a thoroughly sound condition. ‘Their thanks for the result 
were largely due to their good friend, Mr. Holt, the manager, and to the 
entire staff of the office, including, not only those within the office, but also 
the inspectors and agents outside. 

Mr. W. R. Macotm seconded the motion, and it was unanimously 
adopted. : ; : y 

The retiring directors and auditors having been unanimously re-elected, 

The CHAIRMAN moved a resolution dealing with a further reduction m 
the number of the directors, which was, after a short discussion, agreed 
to. A second resolution, proposed by the Cuarrman, dealing with 
simultaneous reduction in the directors’ fees, was eventually negatived. 
After the usual vote of thanks, the meeting then adjourned. 


Marine and General Mutual Life Assurance 
Society. 


The Acrvary and Secrerary (Mr, Srantey Day) having read the notice 
convening the meeting ; 

The _ Pemetnn in’ rising to move the adoption of the report, 
said: I may say that our new insurances are apparently somewhat 
less than those taken in the previous year, which was the year of the largest 


business the society had ever transacted. The difference in the figures for 
the year 1903 is £286,192 as against £294,877, but in point of fact the 
difference is more apparent than real, for it so happens that we had, owing 
to our limits on certain lives being full up, to give off a larger amount of 
re-assurance than usual; but for that fact our business this year would 
have been quite equal to that of last year, which, as I have said, was the 
largest year for new business that the society has oy succeeded in obtaining. 
The business of 1903 has been, upon the whole, on a higher plane, if! 
may call it se, than the average business of previous years. 1 hope that 
my impression on this subject will prove to be correct as time goes on. 
Well now, after the extent of our new business, the most interesting topic 
is, of course, that of the claims which we have had to meet during the past 
year. These claims are somewhat less than they were last year, but they 
are still considerable. The claims on our policies amounted to £47,850 and 
to that amount there are bonus additions of £9,897, making the total claims 
for the year £57,747. an amount, as I say, less than that of last year, but 
still considerable, having in view that we had certain claims of what I might 
call a premature and exceptional kind. The actuarial tables of mortality 
take no notice of premature or exceptional claims, but simply resolve the 
whole of our business into a question of general average, and, looked at from 
that point of view, I find that our claims are still,20 per cent. less than - 
provision made in that respect under the mortality tables. I need hardly 
say, therefore, that, although the amount which we have paid has He 
considerable, it is still very safely, indeed, within the limits provided y 
the society for that purpose. The premium income amounts to £11 7,69 ; 
and I find we have been going on quietly and steadily in this depen 
for a good many years. Our premium income has gone on incneenng “ 
the rate of £5,000 a year, and that, too, after allowing for the waste yrs 
takes place in the payment of claims and surrenders. We have during the 
last eight years increased our premium revenue by 50 per cent., and our 
income from investments, which is now £45,723, has increased — 
the period in question exactly as our premium income has increased. 
I am glad, also, to say that our total assurance fund has increased in 
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to do which did not assist in pushing the business. It was the business of 
those directly interested in the advancement of the society to take care to 
a still greater ratio even than our premium income or interest income. 
We carry forward this year to the credit of our insurance fund the sum 
of £64,023, making the assurance fund up to the respectable total of 
£1,226,207 ; and I find that during the period of eight years which I have 
been using for purposes of comparison the assurance fund has increased, 
not by 50 per cent., but by 60 per cent. I may mention that we obtained 
this year a slight increase in the rate of interest on our funds. We 
obtained £3 18s. as against £3 16s. 3d. last year. The interest in 1902 
was diminished partly through the heavy income tax, and partly through 
the poor dividends on railway stocks. From our railway investments of 
1903 we have derived more benefit, and there has, of course, been the 
saving in income tax. I come now to refer to the depreciation 
which, as you are aware, has taken place in all Stock Exchange 
securities during the past year. We find the loss this year, as 
compared with the values in our books, amounts very closely to 
£40,000 of depreciation. Our Stock Exchange securities amounted on 
the 3lst of December to £1,058,088 Therefore the depreciation which we 
have to acknowledge is equal to practically 4 percent. on that amount, and, 
taking all things into consideration, I can only say that I have never seen 
worse accounts than that. We have, perhaps, reason to congratulate our- 
selves that the depreciation has not been greater than it actually is. I 
mightalso say that your affairs in respect of the ratio of working expendi- 
ture continue to occupy our attention, and we have done our best to 
diminish that ratio. This year again we have been able to obtain a slight 
reduction, which is, as you all know, a striking testimony to the care and 
vigilance which is exercised by our staff in connection with every part of 
our business. I will now ask you to give a welcome to our new colleague, 
Mr. Arthur Nevile Lubbock, who has accepted a seat at the board in 
succession to Admiral Chatfield, as representing the Royal Mail Co., and 
who will, I am sure, prove as valuable to the society as those who have 
been for a longer time members of your board. In conclusion, I may say 
that in our opinion your society has been doing a snug, safe, and comfort- 
able business; and with that I beg to move that the report, with the 
accounts appended thereto, be received and adopted. 

Mr. J. Hersert Trirron (deputy chairman) seconded the motion, which 
was carried unanimously. 

Mr. A. N. Lusnock having thanked the meeting for the confirmation of 
his election as a director of the society, 

Mr. J. Hernerr Trirron proposed the re-election of Sir Thomas 
Sutherland, G.C,M.G., LL.D., &c., as a director of the society. The 
motion having been seconded and put to the meeting, was carried with 
acclamation. 

The other retiring directors, Mr. H. W. Forster, M.P., and Mr. 
Frankiin R. Kenparz, having been re-elected, as also the auditors, 

Mr. Wirners rose to propose a vote of thanks to the chairman and 
directors. After the encouraging and eminently satisfactory speech of the 
chairman, it would, he felt sure, give the meeting great pleasure to have an 
opportunity of expressing their thanks to the board and testifying in the 
most cordial way their high appreciation of the able manner in which the 
society’s affairs were being conducted. 

The vote of thanks having been carried by acclamation, the Cuarr- 
maN said: On behalf of my colleagues and myself I beg to thank 
oe for the vote of confidence which you have been good enough to accord 
0 us. 

The meeting then dispersed. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. ‘Henry Exte Ricnarps, barrister-at-law, has been appointed an 
Ordinary Member of the Council of the Governor-General of India, n the 
place of Mr. Thomas Raleigh, 0.S.I., barrister-at-law, whose term of 
office will shortly expire. 

Mr. Cunistorner Tarr Ruopes, solicitor, of Halifax, has been appointed 
& Commissioner in England to Take and Receive Affidavits, Declarations, 
Affirmations, Bail, or Recognizance, relating to all Matters in the Supreme 
Court of Newfoundland, and to take Affidavits and Acknowledgments in 
Proof of Deeds or Documents for Registration in Newfoundland. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Lovis Epwarp Fawcvs and Hernert Burrows Wutert, solicitors 
(Andrews, Fawcus, & Willett), 18, Essex-street, Strand, London. Oct. 1. 
The said Louis Edward Faweus will continue to practise at 18, Essex- 
street, Strand, London, under the style or name of Andrews, Fawcus, & 
Co., and the said Herbert Burrows Willett will practise on his own 
account at 40, Chancery-lane, London. 


Pl C. Grumore, A, Jnrreray Mawer, and Joun R. Luoyp, solicitors 
more, Mawer, & Lloyd), Bristol and Wells. April 17. The 


tine in Bristol will be continued by John Crosby Gilmore and John 
ers Lloyd in co-partnership, and the practice in Wells by Arthur 
Jefleray Mawer, 


[ Gazette, Feb. 18 








General. 


In a case at the Clerkenwell County Court, says the St. James’s Gazette, 
the plaintiff’s solicitor informed his honour that he did not wish to 
introduce prejudice, but he felt in his duty to state that the gentleman 
who was robed to act as the defendant’s solicitor had not paid his 
qualifying fee for 1904 yet, and therefore was not entitled to practise. His 
Honour: Is that correct? The defendant’s solicitor: Yes, it is. His 
Honour: Then you are not in the law and I cannot hear you, and 
your legal friend has done a public service in drawing attention to the 
fact. 


The following incident is stated by the Glode to have occurred in the 
course of the hearing of a case before Mr. Justice Darling. ‘‘ You compel 
me,”’ said a K.C. severely to a witness, ‘to test your credibility. This is 
not the first time we have met?’? ‘The witness was unable to recall a 
former meeting with the learned gentleman. ‘‘ Surely it must have 
occurred to you during this trial that we are not unknown to one 
another? ’’ persisted the K.C. ‘‘Do you want the jury to believe, Mr. 
——,”’ inquired Mr. Justice Darling, ‘‘ that the witness is discredited 


because he knows you? ”’ 


The Finance Committee of the London County Council report that under 
the new code of regulations regarding the payment of prosecutors and 
witnesses in criminal prosecutions, issued by the Home Secretary, many of 
the allowances under the new grant were to be considered as maxima, 
this would have the effect of greatly increasing the discretionary powers 
devolving upon the taxing officer of the court. The cost of criminal 
prosecutions within the County of London was defrayed out of the county 
fund, and for the reasons stated it was probable thatin the future the 
expenditure under this head would be increased. 


In reply to a letter from Messrs. Powley, Thomas, & Co., of Cardiff, 
having written to the Foreign Office asking advice as to whether, in view 
of the hostilities between Japan and Russia, coal was contraband of war, 
the following reply has been received: ‘‘1 am to state generally that coal 
is an article ancipitis usus, not per se contraband of war, but if destined 
for warlike, as opposed to industrial, use it may become contraband. 
Whether in any particular case coal is or is not contraband of war is a 
matter primé facie for the determination of the prize courts of the captors’ 
nationality, and so long as such decision when given does not conflict with 
well-established principles and rules of international law, his Majesty’s 
Government will not be prepared to take exception thereto. I am 
to add that his Majesty’s Government are not at present aware 
that any declaration on the subject has been made by either of the 


belligerents.”” 


In the course of hearing motions for the amalgamation of certain 
companies, says the Morning Advertiser, Mr. Justice Byrne made a strong 
protest against the growing practice of solicitors not providing the court 
with legible manuscript copies of documents intended to be put in evidence, 
and, instead of so doing, providing type-written copies, which, his lord- 
ship complained, were not legible. On a type-written document being 
handed up, his lordsbip said: ‘‘ No, I will not have that. It is not legible. 
I do not care what it is so long as it is legible. Practitioners will not 
understand that it is their duty to provide for the court a legible copy of 
any document to be put in evidence—by that I mean a fairly legible copy. 
I do not know why they do not do it. The bar have the matter in their 
control really. en I was at the bar I was obliged to say to solicitors 
‘T could not read those things.’ It is a growing practice. Yesterday it 
was quite abominable. I had to read twice over in different type one 
affidavit.” Another copy having been handed up, Mr. Cave, K.C., said : 
Perhaps your lordship may find that a little better ; Ido not know whether 
it is. —Mr. Justice Byrne: No, it is not ; I cannot read that.—Mr. Norton, 
K.C.: I am afraid your lordship will not find this any improvement; | 
think it is a carbon copy.—Mr. Justice Byrne, looking at it: No, 
certainly not. At length a written copy was found and ded up.— 
= Justice Byrne: Ah! this is very satisfactory; and so the incident 
ended. 


On Wednesday last, in the House of Commons, on the supplementary 
vote of £2,000 for certain miscellaneous legal expenses, Sir A. Rollit said a 
note to the vote explained that the excess arose in respect to the expenses 
incurred in connection with the arrest and extradition of Whitaker Wright 
and in the case of the convict Lynchehaun. He should like to know what 
was the exact amount incurred in the case of Whitaker Wright. He 
hoped it was not the whole of the amount which the Government intended 
to contribute towards the arrest and prosecution of Whitaker Wright. 
The expense of exposing company frauds was an absolute deterrent to 
private prosecutions, the result of which was the immunity of offenders, 
and the waste of millions of money to the detriment of the trade of the 
country. During the debate on the Address the Attorney-General not 
only made a statement as to his view of the law in the case of Whitaker 
Wright, for which every one must have the greatest respect, but answered 
what he supposed to be reflections upon his hunour and impartiality in 
the matter.. He could assure his learned friend that his explanation was 
unnecessary . Every one in his profession assented to the statement of his 
hon. friend without reservation. The Attorney-General thanked his hon. 
friend for his frank and yor nf words. The total cost of the p 
for the extradition of Lynchehaun was £1,014, and there was a further 
claim which was estimated at £300. In the case of Whitaker Wright the 
total cost was £1,150, Extradition proceedings in America were for various 


reasons expensive. 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Rroistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercency <Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2. KeKEWICH. Byrne. 
-- 29 Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach 
1 Greswe Godfrey Carrington Th 
2 King R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
Farmer Godfrey Carrington Theed 
4 Theed R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
5 W. Leach Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FARWELL. Buckiey. JOYCE. Swinrey Eapy. 
29 Mr. Farmer Mr. Greswell Mr. Pemberton Mr. Carrington 
1 King Church Jackson Beal 
2 Farmer Greswell Pemberton Godfrey 
3 King Church Jackson R. Leach 
4 Farmer Greswell Pemberton Jackson 
5 King Church Jackson Pemberton 











The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week. 


Feb. 29.—Messrs. Firtp & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:— Romford: The Goodwill and Trade- 
mark of the old-establis»hed Mineral Water Factory. Solicitors, Messrs. Worthington 
Evans, Bird, & Co., London.—Teddington: 1 and 2, St John’s-villas. Queen’s-road, 
Broad-street, with a plot of land adjoining No. 2; possession on completion of the 

; rental value £65 18s. Solicitors, Messrs. Huntley & Son, London.—Life 
olicy, £500, with Accumulated Profits. Solicitors, Messrs. Huntley & Son, London.— 
Bermondsey: Short Leasehold Investment, 57 and 59, Beatrice-road, let weekly, 
producing £72 16s. per annum; 129, Fort-road, let weekly, producing £36 8s. per 
annum; 11, Reverdy-road, let weekly, producing £41 12s. per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. W. R. Millar & Sons, London.—Barnet, Herts: Freehold Ground-rent, 
am unting to £18 per annum, secured on eight weekly cottages, the rack-rents of 
which amount to about £265 per annum. Solicitor, H. W. Poole, Esq., Barnet. (See 
advertisements. thi« week, p. vi.) 

March 1.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewsox, Farmer & Bripcewarer, at the Mart, in Two 
Lots :— King-street, Hammersmith, on the line of the electric tramway and near to 
Ra’ Park Station; let on leases at £471 10s. Brook Green, W.—Equi-distant 
from Addison-road and Hammersmith Railway Stations; let om lease expiring 

i , 1907. at £129. Solicitors, Messrs. Frere, Cholmeley & Co, London. (See 
advertisement, Feb. 20, p. iii.) 
March 2.—Mesers. Funser, at the Mart, at 2:—Policies upon the life of a gentleman, 
70 years last birthday, viz. :—£300, £1,001 13s. 8d., £1,000, and £1,100. Solicitor, 
. Arscott-Bartrum, Esq., London. (See advertisement, this week, p. . 
March 2.— Messrs Foster, at their Gallery. 54, Pall Mall, at 1: Barnes: The Leasehold 
i of the late Geo ge Nelson Watts, known as Woodrote, No. 40, Castelnau. 
Soliatore, Messrs. Saxton & Morgan. London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 6). 
2.—Mesers H. E. Foster & Ceayrir.p, at the Mart, at 2:—Cambridge Heath: 
Builders’ Premises, embracing a large open yard surrounded by ranges uf workshops, 
stores stabling, offices, principally of recent and substantial erection, two miles from 
the Bank of England. The site occupies an area of about 22,200ft. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Moodie & ton, London — New Southgate (close to the Station on the G. N. Ry.): 
Freehold Building Estate of about 12} acres. with extensive frontages to old-established 
roads. Solicitor, William Webb. Esq., London. See advertisements, this week, p. vii.). 
March 3 —Mesers. H. E. Foster & Cranriewp, at the Mart, at 2:- 
REVERSIONS : 
To One-fourth of £1 300; on decease of a lady aged 46. Solicitors, Messrs. Hunter 
& Haynes, London. 
— of Consols and Railway Stocks, value £10,000; gentleman 


a 63. 

To One-twenty-eighth of the above funds; lady aged 68. Life Policy for £150 in 
the Legal and General Office. 

To One-sixteenth of Trust Fund, value £11,429; lady aged 69. 

Toa sum of £1,400, charged upon a Trust Fund, value £7,309; gentJeman aged 68 
and a lady aged 66. Solicitors, Messre. Pearce-Jones & Co., London. 

To Foreign Stocks, value £4,000; gentleman a 22. Solicitors, Messrs. J. 8. 
Rubinstein & Co., London. 

To £2,900; lady aged 64. Svlicitors, Meesrs. Hadden-Woodward & Co., London. 

To One seventh of Trust Fund, value £6,087, with policy ; two lives aged 52 and 51. 
Solicitor, J. W. Henniker Rance London. 

LIFE INTEREST in Leasehold Premises at Hackney, producing £28 per annum; 


lady aged 43. 
POLICIES for 5,000 dols., £1,250, £1,000. 
100 Ordinary Shares of £10 each, fully paid, in H. & T. Kirby (Limited). 
(See advertisements, this week, p. vii.) 
Messrs. H. E Foster & Craxrizip announce that their letter-box was rifled on Friday 
morning, the 19th inst., and a number of letters abstracted. Should any client or corre- 
it not have received a reply by last Saturday’s morning’s post to any letter 
on Thursday, Messrs H. E. Foster & Cranfield will obliged if they will 
repeat at the earliest possible moment, and take the necessary steps to stop payment 
of cheques or money orderz. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHancery. 


Axroposa (Asuanti) Mixes, Liurtep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of thzir debts or claims, to 
William Henry Parry, 8. Cook st. Liverpool 

Arena Co, Linirep (in Vouustary Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 2, to send their names and sddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Herbert David Jackson, 48, Cherry st, Birmingham. Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham, 
solors for liquidator 

Anerpusa Srzamenir Co (Nortu Suizips), Lanrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to » nd their names «nd addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Juhp Martin Winter, 16, Market st, Newcastle upon Tyne. Cooper & Goodger, New- 

Tyne, solors for liquidator 

Avs'1LiaRy Associaten Goip Mixes (W.A.) Lintizp—Petn for winding up, presented 
Feb 18, directed to be heard March 1. Beaumont & Co, Chancery In, solors for petner. 

arene S sepeating must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 

neon of Feb 


Feb. 27, 1904, 


ConTINENTAL AND Eastern Sywpicate, Limrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 381, to send their names and addresses, and the paiticulars of their debts or 
to William Kent Lemon, 3, Royal Exchange bldgs. Greenop & Co, Bush In House, 
Cannon st, solors for liquidator 

Densy Mixinc Co, Limirep—Creditors are required. on or before March 31, to send their 
names —“s at her and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Willian 
Lord, 60, Watling st 

Lezuwroor Drzp Synpicatr, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 15, 
to send their names and addresses, and the ++ of their debts or claims, to Wg 
Birkenruth. 1, Tokenhouse bldgs. Flux & Co, East India av, solors for liquidator 

McGuisz Manvracturine “o, Liuirrp —Petn for winding up, prexented Feb 17, directeg 
to be heard March 1 Edmonds & Rutherford, Gt Winchester st, solors for 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after. 
noon of Feb 29 

Srrvian Synpicate, Lim1rep—Creditors are en, on or before March 11, to send theiy 
names and addresses, and the particulars their debts or claims, to Herbert Alfred 
Deed, 1, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st. 

Sr. Hetens anp District Carriage Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 2, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr. John Armour, Bickerstaffe st, 8t Helens. Massey, 8t Helens, solor for liquidator 

V.C. Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 18, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the Liquidator, 15 and 1g 
Tavistock st. Waller & Co, Coleman st, solors for liquidator : 

Western Countigs Wesiryvan Mernopisrt Scuoot Association (TROWBRIDGE Higy 
Scuoor), Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 28. to send their name 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Henry Edgar Lofts, 


Trowbridge 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb, 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CaANcERY. 


Automatic Rerrgsament Suppity Co, Limirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are uired, 
on or before April 2, to send their names ani reases, the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Stephen B Saunders, Bush In House, Cannon st, Hextalls, Martin’s 
In, Cannon st, solors for liquidators 

Bancrort, Limirep (In Votuntary Liquipation)— Creditors are required, on or befor 
April 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
” a bert George Solomon, 7, Gower st, Swansea. Llewellyn & Co, Swansea, solors for 

iquidator 

Barney & Hanps, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Aston, 2, 
Newhall st, Birmingham. White, Birmingham, solor for liquidator 

Comrounp Metats Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Allin. 
son Green, 162, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, High Holborn. Lewis, South sq, Gray’s inn, 
solor for liquidator 

Davis, ALLEN & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and ge of their debts or claims, to Robert Pituman, 
6, Guildhall chmbrs, Basing’ st. Reed & Reed, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st. solors 

Ex.uis Estares Co, Liurep—Creditors are required, on or before April 4, to send their 
names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William George 
Eloer. 7, St Helen’s pl. Paines & Co, 8t Helen’s pl, solors for liquidator 

HELuLIwett, Wuittaker, & Co, Limirep (1x Vo.untary LiquipatTion)—Creditors are 

required, “n or before ch 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts and claims, to Hy. Fk. Hartman, 2, Darley st, Bradford 
Tyne Ponrouns anp Dry Docks Co, Limrrep Creditors are required, on or before March 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the perticulars of their debts or claims, w 
Thomas Edward Thirlaway and John Wait, Wallsend on Tyne 

Witkinson & Heawp, Limrep (in Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particularsof their debts or 
claims, to George William Townend, Varlisle chmbrs, Goole. E & T Clark, Goole, 
solors for liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 12. 


Harpy, Epwarp, Gt Western st, Moss Side, Manchester March 11 Giddings & Dacre y 
Hardy, Registrar, Manchester Street, 8t James sq, Manchester 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Frivay;, Feb. 5. 
Aun, Witt1am Bericas, Mussoorie, Agra, India, MB Feb 27 Hopgood & Dowson, 
Arun, Jone Rarxon, Normandy Park, Guildford March 15 Stephenson & Co, 


Lom! 

Avstix, Caanies Wii11am, Brewer st, Golden sq, Colour Merchant March 14 Johnstone 
& Wiley, Warwick st, Regent st 

Brake, Grorce, Plymouth, Picture Frame Maker Feb 29 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

Bett, Mary Exizasetu, Kingston upon Hull March8 Austin, Hull 

Bevan, Maria, New Barnet, Herts March1 Thorowood & Co, Copthal 1 ct 

Bur.ey, Cuaries, Paddington, Contractor March4 Ray & Fiower-Ellis, Gt Portland st, 
Portland pl 

Camac, = ety March 15 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn 

Cuox.ey, Harriet, Minehead, Somerset March 19 Joyce & Co, Williton, Somerset 

Cuark, CuaRies James. Bombay, India, Assistant Collector April14 Bartlett _ 

Ciaypox, Rovert Jonny, Linton, Cambridge, Farmer Feb 20 Collin & Adams, Saffron 


Walden 
Dowa.psox, Rev Canon Aucustus Bia, Truro March 9 Donaldson, Bloomsbury pl, 
Bloomsbury sq ; 
Downs, Grorae, Beeley, Derby Aprilil4é F & H Taylor, Bakewell 
Ecciestoxg, Tuomas Sowe1s, Diss, Norfolk Feb19 Bendall & Sons, Newmarket 
Fitt, Emma, Canterbury 18 W , Canterbury® f ; 
Forses, Davip ey a West Didskury, nr Manchester, Calico Printer March 12 


orrocks, Radcliffe : 
Fereving, Artaur Caarves, Gray’sinn rd March7 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Freeman, Eveanon, Oxford March5 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Gass, Joun, Newport, Mon, Traffic Foreman Aprill Pain & Son Newport, Mon 
Gowen, Joun, Briwnferry, Glam, Builder April 30 Williams, Neath 

Guapy,. Cuarizs, Edgeley, Stockport March 10 Ferns & Co, Stockport 

Hau, Marrs, Stoke Newington March6 Anning & Uo, Cheapside ; 
Hawnpiey, Emity, Alum Chine, Bournemouth March 7 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
Harsaway. James, Clapham Park March5 Burchell & Co, Victoria st 

Joyvssox, Marrua, Kidsgrove, Staffs March5 sherratt & Nelson, Kidsegrove 
Keangns, Carnening, Boutle Feb 16 ny, Pang : 

Last, Grorar, Colchester, Furniture Lealer ch fpuiing & Son, Colchester 
Lez, Bensamin, Hunslet, Leeds March 12 Jones & Oo, 





Le Musuniex Joux, Ebodia, Bedford March 14 Halliley & Morrison, Bedford 
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Lose, PETER DE Lanpe, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor March 17 Long & Gardiner, 
*Lincolo’s inn fields 
Mrves, JosePH, Berlin March 15 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
Movers, Freveatck, Frankfort onthe Main March 1 Eggar. Brighton ? 
MorreasHeaD, GEvFFREY JAMES, Rainow, Chester, Lice Victualler March 10 Mair 
& Co, Macclestield 
Negre, JAMES, South Norwood March 4 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Parkes, Epwarp Anprews, Ilfracombe March 15 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st 
a 


Portman sq 

Prance, EvizaBeTH, Bournemouth March 15 Hughes & Sons, John st, Bedford row 

Pernes, Ex1za, “amber Green, nr Basings‘oke March 5 Barnes Newbury 

RaxpALL, CHARL¥s, Bouurnemouth March 14 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 

Reap, BeeTRam — Odiham, Winchi#elda, Hants, Surgeon March 7 Tolhurst & Cox, 
Southena on Sea 

Rice, Exizapetu Aww, Shaftesbury rd, Hammersmith March 7 Habershon & Co, Erith, 
Kent 


Ruaer, Witt1aM, Parr, 8t Helens, Lancs March 1 Brewis & Sons, St Helens 

Ror, Mary, Sutton Scotney, Hants Marchi Scotney & Shentoos, Winchester 

gawzz, Sir CoagLes Brune Graves, Penrice, Cornwall March 16 Shilson & Co, St 
Austell, Cornwall 

Sawrs, Sir Francis Aytuer Graves, Penrice, Cornwall March 16 §Shilson & Co, St 
Anstell, Cornwall 

Surrs, Henry, Farbotton, Northampton Feb 29 Price, Northam; 

SreepMaN, Mary Frances, Wellington, Salop March1 Lea, eshall, Staffs 

Tmsrts, Euizaseta Saran, Dudley Hill, Bradford March 18 Rawnsley & Peacock, 


pradford 
Turner, AkTHUR Cromack, Bedford Marchi4 Halliley & M»rrison, Bedford 
waeet, ans ~ Franois, Grays inn rd, Provision Merchant March 28 Lambert, 
Chancery In 
Woon, James, Manchester, Merchant March 19 Holt & Co. Manchester 
Woops, Sir Atseat Wiiu1am, GCVO, KCB, KCMG, St George’s rd, Warwick sq March 
21 Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, Feb. 9, 


Apaxs, pemmans Marcaretra, Cheltenham March 7 Upperton & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
e. 


Asraur, Witt1aM, Kilburn, Physician March 15 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, 
Portman 


Asppex. J —~ 4, Lancs March15 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

BickersteTH, Mary Anne, Chester April5 Hinckley & Brown, Lichfield 

Bwover, Davin, Swansea, Pilot March2 Puntan, Swansea 

Boxp, Rev Epwarp Vop.eston, Starcross, Devon April4 James & Snow, Exeter 

oom, Fehon Nottingham, Mineral Water ufacturer March 25 Elborne, 
ottingham 

Borrom, Jos, Paddock, Huddersfield, Yeast Importer March 4 Sykes, Huddersfield 

Brown, Atice, Homesford, High Peak, Derby March 29 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Buckxiey, Saran, Farnham March 19 Kempson, Farnham 

Carman, MatiLpA Ann, Stanhope st, Ham rd March 31 Rye & Tyre, Golden sq 

Cuartix, Marton, Epping, Essex March 10 Creed, Epping 

Cuang, Evizasern, Jeffreys rd, Clapham rd March 31 Turner & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Danuine Kuiza, Phillimore gdns, Kensington March 31 Johnsons & Co, New aq, 

Lincoln’s inn 
Fowr, Harrigr, Clapham rd March9 Carruthers, Liverpool 
es, —— een, Queen Victoria st, Translator of Languages March 25 Aston, 
road s' 

Guru, James Stirine, 8t Albans Aprill Gasquet & Metcalfe, Gt Tower st 

Hapvpocx, Lorents Braun, Liverpool. Shipowner March 9 Lac-s & Co, Liverpool 

Howanra. Jouy Tuomas, Huddersfield, Manufacturing Chemist March 4 Sykes, 
uddersfiei 

Jicxaox, Josern, Liversedge, Yorks March 12 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 

Larrer, Many Ann, Ludford, salop March2 Weyman & Co, Ludlow, 

Lewis, Water, Wellington, Salop, Baker March17 Carrane & Elliott, Welli 

Mippiesr0ox, Joun Priester, Harrogate March 12 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 

Pore, Ricaarp, Bonchurch, Iof W March 12 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 

Porxton, Rev Francis Jonn, Kelston, Somerset May 7 Poynton, Bristol 

Reprup, Cuar.es, Prestwood, Bucks, Farmer March5 Bliss, High Wycombe 

Ruopes, Nancy, Pudsey, Yorks Feb 20 Wilson, Leeds 

Riouagpson, Ex1za Brown, Sunderland March 31 Ranson & Co, Sunderland 

Rosarts, Carotine Towns«nb, Bromley Park, Kent March 25 Hunt & Co, Lewes 

Rossox, Gzorar, Gateshead March 21 Nicholson & Martin, Newcastle upon Tyne 

vorage 3 —— Taomas, Lowestoft, Cab Proprietor March 10 sod & B8on, 
wi 

ScuinpaeLm, Louis Jutius, Balham March 29 Selim, Mincing In 

Story, Hon Mary Sopmia, Belgravia March 1 Withalls & Belton, Bedford row 

TayLeur, CHarues, Seaton, Devon March1 Tucker & Co, New ct, Lincoln's inn 

Trexp, Turornitvs Wi.t1am, Southampton, Doctor March 26 Robins & Co, 

Southampton 

Vine, Francis Tomas, Canterbury March 10 Mowman & Hayward, Bedford row 

Waker, Cuartes, Birmingham, Clockmaker March7 Frith, Birmingham 

Wuatey, Greenwoop, Clayton, Bradford, Woolsorter March 10 Sugden, Bradford 

Witxinson, Jonn Henry, Sheffield Mask Maker March9 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


Woou.att, Exvizasets, Littleover, Derby April2 J & WH Bale & Son, Derby 


London Gaszette.—Frivay, Feb. 12. 
Apamson, Evizavetu, Burnby, nr Pocklington, Yorks Feb 20 Powell, Pocklingto 
Axon, ELten, Denton, Lancs March 10 Slater, Hyde : P 
Banxer, Cuarres, Notti March 21 Hunt & Dickins, Nottingham 
Boys, Susan Mary. 8t Leonards on Sea March9 Blyth & Co, Gresham House 
Broavy, Joszeu, Highbury New Park March 15 Watkin & Co, Guildhall yard 
Brows, Saran ANN, Thornhill, nr Dewsbury March 12 Blakeley & Clough, Dewsb 
Bruce, Davip, Newcastle upon Tyne March 14 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle u: ne 
> —_ a Eaves, Leicester, Farm Bailiff March 25 Moss E Tay or, 
oughboro 
Ctarke, Apam, Onneley, Salop, Cattle Dealer March 25 Knight & Son, Newcastle, Staffs. 
— = pee Mary, Fenny Compton, Warwick March 25 Harwards & Co, 
urbridge 
Covrtanp, Groner, Hemswell Cliff, Lincs, Farmer March 8 
rou 
Crirrs, Euma New Brighton, Chester Feb 27 Nield, em ey 
, CATHERINE, Stourbridge, Worcester March 30 Wright & Hollins, Oldbury 
Druevar, auauis Dororntr, Wadhurst, Sussex March 31 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, 
n 
Daxsprn, Epmonp, Curzon st, Mayfair March 25 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 
Dv Croz, Percy Francis, Devonshire ter, Hyde Park, Barrister at Law March 23 Ban- 
nister & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Eoxersiey, Evten, Irlimso th’ Height, Lancs March 11 Walker & Co, Manchester 
LMt, Brivaer, Tranmere, Chester rch 16 Newman, Li 
Smnewar, oe Apevatpe Aengs, West Brompton March 25 Barlow & Barlow, 
enchu st 
Ginpry, Exma, Leyton, Essex March 8 Hawks, High Holborn 
Gouerain, BERNARD, Westbourne grove, Kensington, Fine Art Dealer F:b 28 Bellis, 
jandudno 
Hau, Rev npmunp, Colchester March 28 Archer & Archer, Ely, Cambridge 
Banate, Martiipa Susannau, Bedfurd March 18 Birkett & Co, Tpswich 
sme Wicttam Water, Wonereh, Surrey March 21 Day & Vo, Godalmi 
mPPeLL, Taomas Ropgsr, Annitsford, Northumberland March 12 Ward, "Bewenstio 


a 


Iveson & Son, Gains- 


ne 
I inxton Wharf, Derby March 11 Acton & Marriott, N 
VEY, yo emg Aston under Lyne, Lancs, Watch Maker March 26 itworth & Co, 


Jenxrys, Josepn, Ferndale, Glam, Hotel Keeper March 23 C & W Kenshola, 4 berdare 

Kiyws, Kev ur tamoz., Hampstead March 14 Chalinder & Herington, H sings 

Lez, Writram, Higher Crumpsall, Ma.whester Marco 31 Jones, he ster 

Lewis, James, Hereford March10 L wis, Herford 

Linoiey, Ex1zaseta, Temple Ewell, Keat Feb 29 & W & V Knocker 

Modrercor, James, Forest , Northumberland, Telior March 12 Sutherland, New- 
castle upon T) ne 

Marpat, Cuarces Ernest, Poona, India Mar h8 Speechly & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Mayer, Geoucs, Writtle, nr C'emlsford March 8 Gibson & Bond, Ongar, 

More-Mutynevx, Major-General Georaz Hanon, Bareilly, India March 30 Clifton, 


Romiord, Essex 
Mucke.t, Jonny, Stretford, nr Manchester, Dyers March 31 Diggles & Ogden, Man- 
ester 


ch 
Otrver, Marta Jane, Romford March 10 Ram«den & Co, Leaderh ill st 
Parr, Evizasern Estaer, Raynes Park, Surrey March 9 Spencer & Co, Queen st 
Parks, James, Ramsbuttom, Lancs, Beerhouse Keeper March i4 Wild, Ramsbottom 
Pera, Rey Witt:am, Millom, Cumberland March 14 Lswrence, Millom 
Reitiy, ou Aveusta Chestersq April8 Lawrence & Co, New sq Lincoln's inn 
Scaltke, ALBeat Wriii1am, Skewan, nr Neath, Glam, Labourer March 12 Cuthbertson 
& Powell, Newh 
Surra, R wert, Thorpe, Norwich March 21 Howes, Prince of Wales rd, Norwich 
saree Hannan, Churchtown, Southport March 26 Whitworukh & Co, Ashton und«r 


yn- 

Vivian, Atrrep Pavut, Fulham rd March 11 Ramsden & Co, Leadenhall st 
Wappinetox, Joun Hesry, Ashton under Lyne, Coal Merchant March 12 Booth & 

Wikinson, Ashton under Lyne 
Warts, Arsert, Bassett rd, North Kensington March 8 Dommett & Son, Gresham st 
Wess, Wiitt1am Epwarp, Manchester, Artist March 14 Hawken, Manchester 
Wierax, sir Cuarters Bamppey, Grantham March8 Trower & Co, Neweq, Lincoln’sinna 
Younc, Mary Lowraser, Newcastle upon Tyne, Ticket Dealer March 12 Ward, 

Newcastle upon Tyne 

London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Feb. 16. 


Bioxerstetn, Mary Ayye, Chester April5 Hinckley & Brown, L‘chfield 

Bryans, JosepH, Manchester March19 Marson, Mancnester 

Buizarp, Epwarp Nicso.s, Handsworth, Clerk March 31 Pepper & Co, Birmingham 

Boutter, Susanna Darya, Norwich March 31 Culley, Norwich 

Bowers, Arraur Bowyer, Maclean, Ularence River, nr Grafton, New South Wales, 
Bookkeeper May 16 Austin & Austin, Union ct, Old Broad st 

Bowness, —y Henry, New Brighton, Chester, Merchant March 16 North & Co, 

verpoo 

Brepix, MartHa Jane, Gateshead March 14 Winn, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Dyxes, OswaLp CuEssyEy, East Guldetord, Sussex March (1 Dawes, Rye 

Fisner, Jonny, Colchester March13 Prior, Colchester — 

Fo.siee, Tuomas, Brighton May 10 Griffith & Co, Brighton 

Fosr«r, Taomas GRreaory, Pump ct, Temple, Barrister at Law March 31 Roweliffes & 
Co, Bedford r iw 

GarsipE, Extex, Elland, Yorks April2 Garsed, Northgate, Elland 

Grover, Frasces Saran, Rapert st, Piecadilly circus, Heraldic Engraver March 16 
Millington & Drew, Gt Winchester st 7 

Hammersiey, Faeperick Hues, Beechworth, Melbourne, Australia April 26 Fladgate 
& Uo, Craig's ct . 

Hart, Jouanna, Palace ct, Bayswater March 25 Byrne, Surrey s‘ 

Hinp.izy, Arrsur, Glazebury, Lancs, Beerhouse Keeper March 25 Dootsen, Leigh, 


Lancs 
Howarp, Wi114m, Acle, Norfork March 19 Blyth, Norwich 
Howe, Caanues Jonny, Cocklakes, nr Carlisle March 12 Wri 
Hupson, Hovexam, Reinet, Cape of Good Hope, JP 


Chancery ln 

Inoram, Henry Law, Little College st, Westminster, Surveyor March 30 Davidsou & 
Co, King st, Cheapside : 

Joyrzs, James, Cheshunt, Herts March 30 Crook & Co, North Finchl 


t & Co, Carlisle 
19 Boxall & 


ey 
) Lancaster, Josera Houianp, Timber Merchant, Liverpool March16 Leslie & Co, Liver- 


pool ; 

oom, Huan Rozert, Seymour st, Hyde Park March 31 Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd 
ray’s inn 

Newman, Tuomas, Hastings March 25 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Nickson, Mary Anyz, Torquay March 16 ines, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

Panry, THomas, Hereford, Coal Merchant March 16 Allen & Carver, Hereford 

Price, Wit.iam Henry, Kinver, nr Scourbridge March 8 aes & Brown, Worcester 

Ross, Donotp, Birkdale, Lanes, Traveller M-reh 13 Brandreth, Liverpool 

KypaL, Francis Hersert Horsratt, Macclestield March 19 Chapman & Brooks, 

ester 
Savace, Huan, Hove, Sussex March 13 Cockburn, Brighton 
Gesen, Bessannee sRowNE, Guilford st, Russell sq March 16 Haines, Serjeants’ inn, 
Fleet st 

Srernens, WILLIAM Pres, Everton March 21 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 

Swaring, Witutam, Purley March 25 Edridge & Newnham, Croydon 

Taneve, ArTaur LLEWELLYN, Clement’s inn, Solicitor March 31 Pepper & Co, Birming- 


THasino, Demetrius, Brentwood March7 Tijou, Fowkes bldgs, Gt Tower st 

Torry, Joun, Waketield, Innkeeper March 7 ‘Townend & Woodhead, Wakefield 

Vickery, Mary, Gt Yarmouth March 16 Smith & Smyth, Ald te st 

vena. | Wurm, East Sheen, Surrey March 12 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeants’ inn, 
t st 


Vint, Wiiuiam, Deptford, Newsagent March 13 Lee & Watts, Lincoln’s inn ficlds 

Watrweicat, Marcaset, hirk, Denbigh March 21 a 

Were, Wi..iamM, Bampton, Devon, Timber Dealer 18 Hole & Pugaley, 

verton 

Wetts, Atrrep Henry. Nottingham April16 Johnson, Nottingham 

Westra, Caantorre Henristra, Hampsiead bill March 15 Brown, Finsbury sq 

Wuire, Garus Jouy, Eastcheap, Dried Fruit Merchant March 16 Aird & Co, Brabant ct 

Wuarreneap, Jony, Bury March 25 Howarth, Bury 

Wurrwatt, Arnrnur Witt1am Hesxers, 8t Clement, Jersey March 25 Markland & 
Whitehead, Manchester 

Woopneap, James, Salford, Lancs, Cattle Dealer March 16 Ripley & Bunting, Rochdale 

Yates, Mania, Shrewsbury March 25 Foster & Wells, Aldershot 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 19. 


Auten, ALrarp James, Gt Yarmouth March 12 Hobs & Brutton, Portsmouth 

Amas, Caar.ys. Ciaeton on Sea March17 Clarke & Co, Islington 

ATKINSUN, THomas, Wandsworth Apriud Atkinson, Kuburn 

Barratt, May *rances, Bayswater March 17 Wyatt. Brixton 

Biacua, Eviza Sinsos, Cheitenham May 1 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
Buuron, Samuet, Leeds March 21 Markland & Co, Laeds 

Busan, Grouce, Lee, Kent March 17 Pritchard & Co, Little Trinity la : 
Camppeii, WaLTER Syoney, Grosvenor st March 31 Bloxam & %o, Linooln’s inn fields 
CHAPLIN, ALEXANDER, St L-onaro’s on Sea March 31 Bolton & Co. Temple 

Cup, Juseps Newey, Smethwick, Staffs March 21 Jobson & Marshall, Dudley 
Dawson, Ann, Rawtenstall Lincs April 22 Whitaker & Hibbert, Haslineden 

Desay, WituiaM, Plymouth. Merchant March 17 “helly & Jvhos, Piymouth 

Dorey, ALrasp, Barnes March5 Vooper & sake, Portman s\, Portman sq 

Dresoen, SDMOND, Curzon st, Mayfair March 25 Lindo & Uo, West st, Finsbury cirous 
Kaves, Taumas, sirmmghsm Marh25 Lave & Co, Birmmgham 

Gain Geoner, Haiifax March 25 Jubb & Uo, Halifax ; 

Govpard, AxTavx, Wandsworth Commun March 29 Corsellis & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Gareves, Evizaneta, Putney March 18 eo Putney 

Hanroap, Wivutam Henry, Olvestom, Gos 31 Cooke & Co, Bristol 

Haxman, Hon Mary Crcitia Kine, pl, Queen’s Gate March 15 Frere & Oo, 
Lincoln's fields 





ton I ayne ] 
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—— Eastleigh,’ Southampton, Surgeon April 1 Perkins & Co, South- Soper, Dawes, eenaten, Deven March7 Rider, Arundel st, Strand 
am) MiTH, K>warD BEADLE, ersmith March18 Turn t 
Harrison, Jonny Hawk1ys, Fulwood, nr Preston . aw 1 Dean & Waterhouse, Preston Suite, Harsgiet, Hove ‘March 25 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton Fores 
Havnasp, Rev i Cours, Lilley, Herts a Se <4 pons < & Co, College hill ames ~~ pened Leckhampton, Glos, Chemist May 1 Winterbotham & Co, Chelten. A 
oBDAY, Mary, ourne ut stbourn pangs, 4 
Hotrorp, Witiiam, Birkdale, a Southport | Ape April 4 Crofton & Co, Manchester Suira, Wit114Mm, Nottingham, Paper Manufacturer Feb 27 Hallam, Lo ham mouth 
Ho... Henry Grorce, Lewes, Com April 20 Vinall, Lewes Sxowpon, Lancetot MarsHatt, South Shields March 18 rshall & -} ING ] 
SO ag soil le lian © op ot omy ae 
ULME, JOHN, incham, utcher vy PENCER, HERBERT, Brighton, Author March18 Gresham & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs BBADLEY, 
Hownt, Joun Parx, Eastcheap, Merchant March 25 Capron & Co, Grays, Essex Sratiipeass, MarGaretT, Maida Vale, Licensed : 
Hy ‘DE, E.uex, Paddock Wood, Kent March 29 Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl Old Jewry chmbrs ‘ a on ee Co, jem, 
Kernor, ee Henry, Geelong, Victoria, Chemist April2 Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, Tavton, Dues, Seber, Date, Maney ergy ae 4 Brooks & Co, Hyde on 
ine ter = . ri on, Yor! 
Lampert, Ricnarp SypNey FREDERICK, Bishop’s Lydeard, Somerset March 31 Benson THoMPsoN, Taomas Gzoacz, West Dulwich March 25 Winch & Tasser; Cosnen st re 
LEVETT, ‘ALBERT, Eastbourne, Farmer March31 Hillman & Burt, Eastbourne SrEpAls, ‘Winuras Hever, hill, Surrey March 25 Head & Co, Reigate Canoe F 
Mdlace. Yn ay Witiram Ketty, Upper Nurwood March 19 Marson & Co, Southwark Waaegen. See Sergeant 1st Batt Hampshire Regiment April 2 Wooldridge & go, CapTMBLL 
Burto 
= een yo JAMES, Saitigg Comes, | a yy Gr v7. 3 pe marae - Warts, Georce Nexsox, Notting Hill April1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Port. mT - 
oRgINGTON, Antaus. Leadenhall erc arcour ‘0, Ludgate man 6] um 
Ovennuay, Bens aw Fox, Moorgate st, Wool Broker March 25 Peacock & Goddard, W esvonra, Louisa Many Henrietta Vernon, Southwood Buxton, Derby March CLARKE, 
sq, Gray’s inn >» Wi les Li 
Page, Tuomas, Nottingham, Brickburner March 21 Burton & Briggs, Nottingham Wuirtt.e, Exizapetu, Chorley, Lancs March18 Neville, Chorley CLARKE, | 
Ponpzr, Roseat, Little Thurrock, Essex, Farmer March 25 Capron & Co, Grays, Warns, at _ Denbigh st, Westminster, Barrister at Law March 10 Carter, ming! 
Parcnarp, CHaRies Jous Cours, Colwinstone, Glam March 20 Fussell & Co, Bristol | W1UINson, eWiLttax, Shap, Westmorland April16 Arnison & Co, Penrith Accot 
RrcuMonp, Gzorcz, Amberley, Glos March 18 seaiows, Fenchurch st Wittiams, Pamir, Cardiff March 17 Morris, Cardiff COLLINS, 
Row LaTT. Exum a Walkern Btevenage, Herts March 16° Andrews & Co, Dorchester Wass as Oa Biainthaee Green, nr Birmingham, Edge Tool Manufacturer March 16 ; 
ALTER, James, Exeter March 31 ope, Exeter KE, 9 J 
BERT, Newcastle on Tyne March 20 Ward & Co, Cheapside Wixton, Barcouse Lewis Montacus, Tunbridge Wells March 31 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge CON I 
Suerpiey, Maky, Whittingham, Lancs March 15 Ward & Newsham, Preston Wells DoxxetT 
SHUTTLEWoRTH, Josepn, Hindley, Lancs March 26 Ramwell, Hindley Yarrow, Gzorce Eveens, Islington, Surgeon March 31 Boulton & Co, Northamptong me. « 
gund 
Eraeein 
» oe. Ce Wiu1am, Manchester, Greengrocer Feb 24at | Exstox, Artavr Wi.iam, Leyton, Essex, Roan Mam Wi 
Bankruptcy Notices. Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester facturer High Court Pet Jan21 Or ire BvANs, | 
Onctsneen, GzoRGE ARrTHoUR, Bradford, Grocer Feb 29 at 3 | Garpyes, Sipney, Burton on Trent, Electrical Engineer Sho, 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 16. Off Bee, 29, Tyrrel st. Bradford Burton on Trent PetJan4 Ord Feb 11 EVvANs, 
REC G ORDERS Dav a H A, Mandeville pl Feb 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Ganon, Fe Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet Feb 18 on 
E EIVIN . arey ‘eb 13 Fox, 
. ExecrricaL ContracTinG AND MatsTEnance Co, Dford, | Gotpstonz, Aspranam, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Tailor Fb: 
; By ae <= 8 eo ‘en ~_ _— } ore Engineers Feb 26at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, oun zham _ Jan 7” Ord Feb 3 “ Poa 
Agen irming’ Ls larey st pwin, Lesire E..is rotham, Kent igh Cowt 
Ca Eas ond Pons mmo Cree Thvermet | wanueri Jams, Savth ce, Rnshgot Gren Merchant | CPS S25 19 OORT a rcmese, conten a 
a : ec, m , JouN Henry. Dudley, Worcester, Co oner jun, 
aoe ag toy Ro bag rr Dorset, | Finra, James, Roberttown, Liversedge, York, Licensed Dudley Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 Ord 
CLARKSON, KEnneTu Cuirr Bangor, Hotel Keeper Bangor } Acct and ae ie ~ Me i es as Bank een er - a in aed meee ai oan ag 
Pet Febli Ord Febii 2 MapHNes A, Dons mht “ 
. at heh : FieTcuEr, ABRAHAM, Nowthorpe Greasley, Notts, General | Hatmsnaw, James Henry, Loot, Restaurant Manager Hiscock 
Cn Serene Sere, Selias, Gaceee . Deelias Daaler Eeb 24 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, ne ‘Pet et Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 = — 
ottingham ALSTEAD ENRBY, u e ester, Boot Dealer OGBIN: 
Cow wwe cna 4 —— Pe my ee Shop Manager | peypuery 8, Ropert, Blaenau Festiniog, Boot Maker ‘Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 13 Feb 
Davis, H A, deville pl High Court Pet Dec14 Ord feb 24 ut 12 Crypt chm rs, Chester Harpy Txeopore Freperick Henry Wix114u, B HveHEs 
po Man g r orm, ay yh er ae Hairdresser Stuckport Pet Feb 11 ‘ rs 
‘ab Proprietors Feb 25a' Off 31, Alexandra re 08H, 
Dawes, axonce See hs Stonemason rd, Swansea Hawains, Rosert Vincent, Walthamstow, Dealer in Old Bet 
acne Gouraacrine Asp Matnraxaxce Co, Iiford, | Kosmixaxy, Lewis. Ag Aten Glazier Feb 24 H a — Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 — a 
’ | a! ig! erthyr EARN, SAMU&L, Helm <3 orthampton, Draper Bani 
ey — Engineers High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord a ae HEEane, Yen March 8 at 10.30 = Pet + Ord Feb 11 cen rie P ’ aii laneas 
a Pace " t, John’s hi rewsburv OW ARD. ILLIAM eg effie uctioneer 
“eS Ss 4 ar, Confectioner Dudley Pet Maso, Jos BP # AULD, “bridliagton, Yorks, Insurance ‘ Pet bay 13 “a Feb pe eer: lam, 
" p gen ‘eb a’ Cc, rioit House In u ACKSON LFRED a A ipiey, Orks eer 
my ee) eee eT hee Birmiighat"TIururance Agent | 5. Sooo = iene CRagleschife, Durha a oe 
e al rporation st, Bi 1m ones, Hersert Txomas, Eaglescliffe, Durham, Builder 
aE gg wy » Dealer Ashton under | yerror, James WILLIAM Oldham, ” tailor 4 Feb 26 at 11 Stockton on Tees Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 Maises 
Harpy, Txzopore Henry Wiii1aM, Buxton, Derby, Hair- Off Rec. Greaves st, Oldham Kew, James, Camden Town, Music Smith High Court De 
dreser Stockport Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 Moorrs, Faep, Leeds, Hatter Feb 24 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Bice: eeu a 7 
Haazs, Bauvet, Helmdon, Northampton, Draper Banbu Park row, Leeds Kixuick, Henry, Kintbury, or a, Berks, Grocer Fu 
Pet Feb 11’ Ord Feb'11 —_—— TY | penzorr, Issetx, Copthall bidgs, Copthall av, Company Newbury Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 9 Mata 
Howanrp, WituiaM Haxnr, Sheffield, Auctioneer Sheffield Promoter Feb25at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey Lavuautox, Acpert, Sheffield, Blacksmith Sheffield Pet bri 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb ’ Perry, Samvet, Hartlepool, Boilersmith Feb 25 at 3 “Off Feb 11’ Ord Feb 11 . He 
Isst1ap, Anxo, Sunbury + Nareeyman Kingston Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland ae. Ann, and Ocravivs Losxsy, Thrussington, Moopy 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb il ? | Powney, JAMES SHEVELAND, Merthyr Tydl, Baker Feb 25 Leicester, Threshing Machine Proprietors Leicester 
Jones, _ Raa Tuomas, Eaglescliff — Builder at 12 185, High st, Merthyr Ty Pet Feb 18. Ord a - or 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 ’ Rosson, ALFRED Parker, South Shields, Builder Feb 24 | Lovetoox, M, Fitzroy rd patente Park, Builder High sto 
Ksicur, Sauvzi, Richmond, Surrey High Court Pet at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne Court Pet Dee?” Ord Feb PALME 
Jan8 Ord Feb 13 ScuumacHER, Freperiox, Lilansamlet, Glam, Haulier Feb | McRosert, Wi11am, Harrow mi, Kensal Green, Milliner ” 
Kurer, C V B, Clargesst High Court Pet Jan22 Ord | atl? Off Rec, $1, Alexandra Swansea a gg My fae pM ‘Feb 12 i Pane 
Feb 13 Srver, Hexry ReyNoups, Manchester, Estate Agent Feb | Marruews, Jonn Atexayver, Easton, pomee, Dairy- Gc 
Laveutox, Apert, Sheffield, Blacksmith Sheffield Pet | 2% at 8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester ee -Seeeeeaes, SSO Sat eb i ash 
Feb11 Ord Feb 11 SwALtow, Hiscauirre, Cliffe’ En Huddersfield, Teamer | Mzonare, BERT Nasu, Birmingham, Insurance Agent A 
Losesy, ys and ane Loszsy, Thrussington, Feb 25 at 3 Off Ree, Prudential bldgs, "New st, seen ng Jan 20 Oud Feb ts on 
Leicester, Thieshing Machine Proprietors Leicester Huddersfield Menzies, Freperick, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham 7 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 - Tuomas, WiLL1aAmM Raw ins, Mumbles, Cpe, om, Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 12 7 Pur 
Mize, Witt1an Towssnow, Prittlewell, Essex, Coal Builder Feb 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Mityer, WiLiiaM Deabes, Prittlewell, Essex, Coal 
Desler Chelmsford Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12” a Vote Pu Oh Rn neg Ba) 1) B.S a 
Natias, Ma bury. ( ‘oLER, Frepgrick WILLIAM, Upton Par ester March | “OREHBAD, Wy ALTES, uly, Darrister at Law 
— a yy pea Merchant Ban- 8 at 10 Off Ree, 42, Bt John’s hill, Shewsbury 4 a Court, Pet Nov is Ord Feb 12 " oo 
if Rr ‘OMLIN, JAMES ‘Rank TomLin, We oro! Shoe REIS, RTHUR WILLIAM GiGGALt, Liver- 
ge i dy gry Woodford, Clerk High Court Manufacturers Feb 24 at 12.30 Off Kee, Bridge st, pool, Publishers Liverpool Pet Dec 11 Ord Feb 13 Bers, 
Ricuanos, Tuouss Wiriax, Shepherd's Bush, D Northampton PaxmenTer, S18, Besiuiate, Essex, Builder Chelmsford ‘e. 
; } High ‘Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 13 13 airyman Wess, Frepericx Cuarzes, Kilburn, Boot Maker Feb 25 Pet Jap 20 Ord Feb ; 
Roperostn, Frevesick Wituiam, Scarborough, Slater at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st ReyNoups, ARTHUR Gnones, Woodford, Essex, Clerk P é. 
Scarbor. Pet Feb12 Ord eb 12 Wi:sow, Mans, Batley, Yorks, Grocer Feb 24 at 10.80 Off High Court Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 a 
Scuszitrer, Exitz, Hatton gin High Court Pet Feb 11 Rec, Bink chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury RupsrogtH, Freperick WILL1AM, Scarborough, Slater Scar- } 
|, Ord Heb nea Wounets: Gaoncg, Hasounin, Wolrenamplon, Baker | 5, Cre Seo Fog” Hampstead, Carpet = 
Tuomas, F, Ez . e at L1 c, Wolverhampton IELD, FRED uNTAIN, Ham rpen' 
Bedcteien 2 it Fab 16 panto, Cmts, Farrier | weay, Tuomas, Louth, Stonemason Feb 24 at 11 Off Rec, High Court Pet Dec2% Ord Feb 12 Bu | 
Tuonrz, Frevenicx, Ore, Hastings, Builder Hastings 15, Osborne st, Gt Grims Sreauce, AnpRe Jures, Avyrep FrepertcK Fuss rT! 
ibe Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 , Amended notice substituted for that published in the Horsey, and Ju.tes Hermann Srrauve, Tooley st, ae. 
Tover, Farpeaicx Wiwiiam Upton Park, ines Geni. London Gazette of Feb 1 a Merchants High Court Pet Jan 15 Om . 
i bury Pet Feb12 Ord Feb Locktz, Joan, Lesbury, Sodhaphetenl. ‘Shipowner_ Feb Feb 1 8r 
if Towssuex, Hexey Saxv ay "Norwich, Toba ‘ 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Musley «t, Newcastle on Tyne Tuomas, Tomine Emerson, LJandilo, Carmarthen, Farrier RA 
: fo wate Pe. Feb ll Usa Feb 1 obacconis A IC Carmarthen Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 
t wairmich, Pe: Feb teen ie i L P DJUDICATIONS. Tuorrz, Faeperick, Cas, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Tay: 
i Pes Feb1 rd Feb 12 » Lancs Preston | peyrizy, Gronce Josian, Rirmingham, Brassfounder Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 
hf Weicn, Hexuy Jous, Gt Yarmouth, Com Birmingham Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 12 TowNsHEND, fe” Samvuet, | Norwich, Tobacconist Tur 
13 Gt Yarmouth Pet Febia Ord F’b1 mission Agent | Rowrex, ArTHuR Exnesr, Horwey ~4 Corn Chandler Norwich Prt Febli Ord Feb 11 | 
$ wn ALY 2p, Portwood, Beck ;. Stock High Court Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 1 Wareunam, Exnear Sipney, Blandford, Dorset, Grocer Wai 
: ‘et Pe Febil Ura F.b « , Coal Dealer Stock- | Gupistoraer, Josepa SUMMERS, Melowabe i 1, Dorset, Dorchester Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 13 Wr 
Waulue, Lirweutys, eres Mon, Carpenter Fruiter aes —— pa on on Fe Was Se ocepest, Cal Dealer Stockport Pet aI 
4 ’ Ciagkson, Kennera Curr, ote! base "ousie x) rd Feb 11 
' Newport Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 13 Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb li Wittiams, Lieweitys, Pentnewydd, Mom, Carpenter Wa 
| FIRST MEETINGS. Cowper, Wituiam Francis, Little Britain, Bookseller Newport, Mon Pet Feb 13° Ord Feb 1 
id — , Be a , High Court Pet Jan11 Ord Feb 12 ADJU ICATION ANNULLED AND “RECEIVING Ww. 
Aner a . a, Come ; yt Dealer Feb 24 at 12 Cowarp, Joux, Keswick, Camberland, Shop Manager ORDER RESCINDED. o 
; eaten ian 4 ry, bi Workington Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 Gitpert, Exasmus James Denny, Royal ri, Kennin) wer Ww 
} Seen! Veh 2 att’ ite Co » Bi a, Brass | Dawes, Groner Dominic, em, Kent, Stonemason ton Park, Solicitor High Court Rec Ord "Dec 4,1 . 
: ‘ounder al orporation st, Birmingham Rochester Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 \ Adjud Dec 4, 1908 Rese and Annul Feb 12, 1904 


ee erpeainy 


» 1904, 





& Co, Chelten, 


ingham 
otiman, South 


7 chmbrs 
resham & Co, 


>», Hyde 
nnon st 

e 

ldridge & Son, 
rset st, Port. 
‘by March 95 


h 10 Carter 


cturer March 
0, Tunbridge 
‘thampton gy 


Roan Many. 
b 13 
al Engineer 
Pet Feb 1g 
am, ‘Tailor 
High Cout 
Jonfectioner 
Pet Jan 18 
t Manager 
y Dealer 


u, Buxton, 
> 11 Onl 


ler in Old 
' Banbury 

Sheffield 
Engineer 
, Builder 
gh Court 
s, Grocer 
ield Pet 


ssington, 
Leicester 


er High 
Milliner 
, Dairy- 
e Agent 
\ingham 
x, Coal 
+ High 
Liver- 
eb 13 
msford 
Clerk 
r Scar- 
penter 
'ULLER 
ey st, 
» Ora 
‘arrier 
s Pet 


sonst 


enter 
VG 


ing- 
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London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


wiz ADA Hants, Clothier Ports- 
Barns, Oe et Feb 15 La red 18 


eae, Pant BI aliens Maidstone Pet 
Fed 16 0 e' 

y, AnTHUR, Burley, Leeds, Poultry Dealer’s Sales- 
Base Leeds Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
BReEARLY, JAMES Baryes, Willoughby yg nr Lutter- 

worth Leicester Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 
Brook, WiLL1aM. Newmarket, Confectioner Cambridge 

Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Canova, Bosane eee, Jeweller Gt Yarmouth 

Feb 3 Fe 

anaes, A.FeED, Burton on Trent, oe oe Chemist 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 

Cusuotm, Perzr Granam, Thornaby on "Teee, Yorks, 
Plumber Stockton on Tees Pet Feb16 Ord Feo 16 

Cianxe, Esnest Epwarp, seek, * eed Shop Assistant 
Leeds Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 

CLARKE, Ww ~— King’s Norton. Demntee, Builder Bir- 

Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

CLEwES, es f= tl Wolverhampton, In rated 
Accountant Wolverhampton Pet Feb3 Ord Fi Feb 15 

Conse, Write tom, Knowle, Bristol Bristol Pet Feb 
16 eb 1 

= Davis, Hastings Hastings PetFeb17 Ord 


oo Tuomas Ernest, eee, Corn Merchant 
Ot ar Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb1 
LaNnceLoT, West Hartlep ~4 General Dealer 


Buvvunderland Pet Feb 13 Ord Fe 
BrageincTon, WILLI rh ine ty , ay Butcher 
Walsall Pet Feb 1 16 Ord Feb 16 


Evans, Evan Ropert, Groeslon, Liandwrog, Carn: 
: Shopk keeper or Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


Evans, WILLIAM, iff, Stockbroker Cardiff Pet Jan 7 
Ord Feb 12 
Fox, Barnet, Sheffield, Printer Sheffield Pet Feb17 Ord 


eum, Genry Criavupe, Copthall aoa, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Feb i7 Ord Feb 1 

Gotpsproucn, WILLIAM, sen, and a Wituiam, 
jun, Darlington, Tailors Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 16 
Ord Feb 16 

Hit, ALbert Ernest Row.anp, ' re Butcher Brad- 
ford Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 1 

Hmcock, WALTER Feancis ‘Whitstable, yaa Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Hogsix, Tuomas, Sturry, Kent, Dealer Canterbury Pet 
ee D rel 2 Festi: M th, Q' 

Hvenes, Davip enau iniog, _— uarryman 
Portmad: 


arvon, 


oc ~Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 
Josa, Isaac, Spalding, pen Saaee ae Peterborough 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 
Luaoune. Wiii1aMm, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 15 
Lancaster, Freperick Caries, Wednesbury, Baker 
Walsall Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 16 
Lars, yy om, Fruit Merchant Birmingham 
Bet Feb 16° Ord Feb 1 
Linps <4 "Rosese, Bridlington, Yorks, Innkeeper Scar- 
borough Pet Feb 17 — Feb 17 
Masry, *Ranx, , Glam, Baker Cardiff Pet 
Dec 31 O:d Feb 12 
MaetispaLe, Bensamix, Ulverston, Grocer Barrow in 
Fumess Pet #eb 16° Ord Feb 16 
Matners, Samvet, and Artuur Hersert Mitnes, Milns- 
nr Hudderstield, Woollen acturers 
Huddersfield Pet Feb * Ord Feb 15 
Moopy, ALnat, Burdett rd, Bow, Insurance Snperintendent 
Notigh Qourt | Pet Jan 2i° Ord Feb 11 
orton, CHaRies, Kingston upon a Maker King- 
ston upon << Aye Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 
Paver, W H, Suffolk st, Pail Mall High ‘Court Pet Jan 
20 Ord reD 19 
Parkinson, Henry, Queen Victoria st, Accountant High 
Court ‘Pet June 4 Ord Feb 17 


Piumerpce, James, High tee Timber Merchant 
Aylesbury Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 
PoweELL, > mane, Oe Salen, Builder "eee Pet Jan 
7 Ord Feb 16 
Pratt, James Ropent Epwarp, Balham, Builders’ Material 
- meg Wandsworth Pet Feb2 Od Feb 16 
Prrrcuarp, Epwix, Wolverhampton, Timber Merchant 
Wolverhampton P. Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Ramwett, ALBERT Epwarp, Horwich, Lancs, Book keeper 
Bolton Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Som, Taonas, pyengeee, Gam, Oollier Cardiff Pet Feb 
e 
mien, ant a Swithin’s In High Court Pet March 
Fe 
Savory, Tuomas ALrrep, and Epwarp Jonny Brieutina 
Frome, Somerset, Grocers Frome Pet Feb 15 Ord 
e 
Scuzmisuaw, Joun Wittian, b+ eats Lincs, Miller 
Boston Pet Feb15 Ord Ket 1 
Sur, Aurrep, Worcester, Coal Dealer Worcester Pet 
eb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Surtn, ALLAN Fosrse, Harrogate, Builder York Pet Feb 
13 Ord Feb 13 
Strarrorp, James, Leebotwood Sahn, Farmer Shrews- 
™ bury eet Feb id a awe 18 
YLor, Groras, Ear ise, Ri Baker 
Pet'Feb 15 Ord Fee age ene — 
Turesn, Rosa, yr yt . ca Manufacturer Wakefield 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 
Wanye, Onaries aed Gower st, * eee Dealer 
igh Court Pet Febi Ord Feb 1 
Wess, Garry Srexcenr, Bridlington, "Yorks Draper Scar- 
borough Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb i 
Wurrixa, — and Franx | North Froding- 
— Farmers Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 15 


Ord 'F re 
Darnall, es, Blacksmith 


Woonuan, onthe 
Sheffield Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 1 
hint Public house 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 


Waicotrsworta, Joux Wittiam 
Barman [ 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Jan 29: 


Payne, Water Ernest, Derby, Engine Painter Derb 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 "7 , 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avprep, Henry Saeen, Lowestoft, Licensed Victualler 

Feb 29 at 1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Armes, JAMES Laxomax, "Devon County Prison, Exeter, 
Commercial Traveller March 1 at 11 6, Atheneum 
ter, Plymouth 

ARNOLD, argy Corsyn, Longfleet, Poole, Dorset, 
Fishmonger March1 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, 
Endless st, Salisbury 

er) — Ava, Landport, Hants, Clothier March 1 

my ff Rec, Cambridge juaction, High st, Ports- 

td 


Barutsc, Partie Dettmark, Maidstone March 2 at 11 
Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

Brapiey, Arraur, Burley, Leeds, Poultry Dealer’s 

Feb 29 at 13.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Brown, Rosse, Bagber, Sturminster Newton, Dorset, 
Farmer Feb 27 at 12 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless 
st, Salisbury 

CLARKE, Eexest Epwarp, Leeds, Toy Shop As-istant 
Feb 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Path row, Leeds 

Ciarkson, KENNETH Cage Hotel Keeper Feb 29 
at 12.15 Castle Hotel, 

CLew ey, WILLIAM, peatond ho Victualler Feb 29 

11.45 Messrs Wright & Westhead’s Offices, 1, 


st, gestona 

Cowakrp, Tom, Keswick, Cumberland, Shop Manager Feb 
29 at 2.45 Court houee, Cockermouth 

Dawes. Gzorce Dominic, Gillingham, Kent, Stonemason 
Feb 29 at 1130 115, High st, Rochester 

Epwarps, Harry, yr Tyofil, Furniture Auctioneer 

at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Evans, Evan Rosert, Groeslon, Liandwrog, Carnarvon, 

Shopkeeper Feb 27 at 11 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


ester 

ca James Henry, Leeds, yo Manager 
Feb 29 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

ms. 4 ae Dukinfield, Cheshire, ‘Boot Dealer 

2at230 Off Rec, Byrom st, gy! 

K Fs Chandler 


HEATHER, dons, West 
29 at 12 
Huaues, Toe ey ove Bay, nbigh , March 1 
at 2.30 rs, Eastgate row, Chester 


IssiizB, ARNO, yy on Thames, Nurseryman Feb 29 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Jackman, Epwix, Yarmouth, I of W, Butcher Feb 27 at 3 
Off Rec, 19, Guay st, New rt, Lof Ww 
JACKSON, SARAH, igh, Licensed Victualler 
March 1 at 12 _— ipo nog Rastgate row, Chester 
Joxzs, Hersert Tuomas, Eaglescliffe, Durham, Builder 
h 1 at 11 Off Reo, 8, Albert rd. Mid? sbrough 
Lodging house 


Jones, THomas, Carnarvon, 
Keeper March 1 “ 3 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Kew, James, Camden Town, Music Smith March 1 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lance, James Wittiam New Broad st March 1 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, st 


Loszzy, Any, and Octavius Losesy, Thrussington, Leices- 
ter, Threshing Machine Proprietors Feb 29 at 2 ‘Of 
Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

McCoum, sg ie Colt Breaker March 10 at 12 


Queen’s H 


auey EANE, Glam, Baker Feb 27 at 11 
Rec, 117, Barry Doth, len : 


mh... Samvr. and Arraur Hersert Mryes, Milns- 

bri nr Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacturers 
Feb 29 at 3 Off Rec, Prudential bldgs, New st, 
Huddersfield 


eas JouN 2, doce, ee ee. Ban any 
ryman 1 at 12 c, Cit 
Endless st, Salisbury yin “ 
MatrHeEws, Wituian Ds Dayret, Tonypandy, Glam, Under- 
und Pumpman Feb 29 at8 135, st, Merthyr 


Pater, W H, Sesffolk st, Pall Mall March Sat12 Bank- 


ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
ie Henny, Queen Victoria st, ~ ‘arent March 
2 at 2 Bankruptey Carey 
Pouiey, . Ban Couey, Oxford, Builder Feb 27 at 12 
, 8t Aldates, Oxford 
Abert Epwarp, Roi, Book Keeper 
st. 


RaMwELL, 
latil 19, . 
= oe Mae aor , Collier March 1 at 10 
Reyyorps, yn Gronae, Woo Woodford, Essex. Comm 
March 2 at 


Clerk bh 
Riowarps, THomas Wasa, x, Sapber ty 


Feb 29 at 11 s, Carey st 

Ruperortu, FREDERICK oe en Slater 
Feb 29 at4 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Sams, Josern, Ventnor, I of Hotel a Feb 29 
at 8.15 Queen’s Hotel, Ventnor, I 

Scuneirren, Ewrue, Hatton gda Feb 29 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Suita, anatase Joux Hotix, Richmond, Surrey, Stock- 

March 1 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Bridge 
Surrsa, ALraeD, Worcester, Coal Dealer Feb 27 at 11.30 
st, Worcester 
ster, Harrogate, Builder Feb 29 at 12.90 
ec, The House, Duncom ork 
mw Tames. Salop, Farmer March 8 at 


Leebotwood, 
Off Reo, 42, St John’s hil, Shrewsbury 
cea Freprric Euenson, — > a, Farrier 


Suith. ALLAN 
Off R 


at 12 Off Reo, 4, Q' Carmarthen 
Townsnenp, Herry Samvnt. Nore » Tobacconist Feb 
29 at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, st, N orw 
| Engineer Feb 27 


WAttis, a 5 Gt 
atil Off Reo, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Waxtox, EC, Hounslow Feb 27 at 11.30 Of Ree, 4, 





Bedford row 


Wages, gute Witt1am, Gower Pianoforte Dealer 
WEtca, —_ Joux, Gt Y¥ ssion Agent 
Feb 29 at 3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Wineaiieaie — ILLIAM, TS a Barman Feb 29 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Yates, Taomas, C: 
Exchange st, 


Lancs, Farmer March 2at3 19, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baguiye, Pamir DetimarK, Maidstone Maidstone Pet 


Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Seaee Be Witu1am,. Barrow in Furness, Plumber 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 17 


Barrow in 
Beexke.ey, — Harr Fieeenss, Copthall avy High 
Court Pet Decié Ord Feb 15 
Brook, adn Newmarket, 
‘et Feb 15 Feb 15 


P 
~~ Jou, Commission Agent Birming- 
at Feb 12 Ord Feb 15 


eum Atrrep, Burton on Trent, Analytical Chemist 
Burton on irent Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Cones. —— Davis, Hastings Hastings Pet Feb 17 
‘eb 17 
Dersysaire. ALFRED WILLIAM, Crewe, Licensed Victualler 


Crewe Pet Jan 18 _ Feb 16 
General Dealer 


Exuiorr, Lancexor, 
Sunderland Pet Feb 13 Ord 
Eruerinetox, WILLIAM, pA cng nmr Cannock, Staffs, 
Butcher Walsall Pet Feb 16 Ord F Feb 16 
Evans, Evan ay Groeslon, Llandwrog . 
Bangor Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Forsyta, HP, P, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet Jané Ord 


Feb 15 
a, Sheffield, Printer Sheffield PetFeb17 Ord 


Fouter, Henry Cravpz, Copthall chmbrs, Stock Broker 
High Court Pet Feb 37 Ord Feb 17 

GoLpsBoRoUGH. Why sen, Wituram Goips- 
BOROUGH, j Tailors Stockton on Tees 
iy Feb ie “Ord Fe Feb 16 

Hitt, Apert Beyvest jos! Bradford, Butcher Brad- 

ford Pet Feb17 Ord Feb17 

Hocstix, Tuomas, Sturry Kent, Dealer Canterbury Pet 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb9 

ee = James Henry, Dyke Park Hotel, or Bri -_ 


rietor Brighton Pet Feb 2 Ord F 
Hueues, Dayip, Blaenau F . Merioneth, in 
Portmadoc ‘Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 


Issues, Agno, Sunbury on urseryman Kings- 


Thames, N’ 

4 ton, § Pet Jan 26 ag ‘eb 17 

Josu, Tsaso, Spalding, Lines, Farm Labourer Peterborough 

Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Kirting. Eayest, Sudbury, Suffolk High Court Pet Nov 
20 Ord Feb 16 

Lamune, Wiiiiam, Gt — Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 15 


ee Ord a 15 . 

NDSAY, BERT , Innkeeper Scarboroug' 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Reb 17 

Maraers, Samvet,and Aataur Hersert Mines, Leeds, 
Woollen Man urers Huddersfield Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 15 

Me avisu, WILLIAM i, Shoe In, Builder High Court 

= on Be Ord Fe Bont 

ORTON, CHARLES, 4 ae Maker, 

Kingston upon "Awl Pet Feb it 17 on 

PENNELL, ARTHUR Fsancis, Earl’s Court, Souh | ry 

Rauw - es i « Bookkeeper 

ELL, ALBERT , 

Bolton Pet Feb 16 sor Feb 16 

Ress, Taomas, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet Feb 16 
Ord Feb 16 


Savory, Tuomas Atrrep, and Epwarp Jouy Bricutixe 
Grocers Frome Pet Feb 15 Ord 


Feb 15 


Scurmsuaw, Joun WILwiaM, Wangs, Lincs, Miller 


et Feb i5 Ord Feb 15 
Simon, Cu, Gre st, Merchant ‘ligh Court Pet Dec 1 


Ssurn, ALFRED preseniae, Coal Dealer Worcester Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Suir, ALLAN Foster, Harcogate, Builder York Pet Feb 

T = ie ty Rise, Reading, Baker Reading 

'AYLOR, GEORGE, y aker 

Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Tovgr, Faepgaick ite ry Park, Chester Shrews- 

Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 

Verney, Grorce a New Broad st High Court Pet 

Oct 10 Ord Feb 


Wess, Harry omen Bridlington, Draper Scarborough 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Wexcs, Henry Jons, Southtown, Gt Yarmo 
mission Agent Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb13 ora Ond Beas 
Woaitine, Isasecia, and Fraxx Wairtina, North Fioding- 
Yi Farmers Kingston upon Hull 


Pet Feb 
15 Od Feb 15 


Woopug8apd Gores Darnall, - Blacksmith 
¥ : Pet Feb’ 15 Ord . ta ba ma 3 
aT 'ROMAS, Lanes, F ton ap 
2° Ord Feb 16 


Amended notice et | 4 Ay: ease in 
the London Gazet : 


Truscott, Faancis Beenarp, pareadaca Watchmaker 
Lincoln Pet FebS Ord Feb 5 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Fe 


‘eb if: 
Sommer, Wiuriam Tuomas, Gravesend, Schoolmaster 
Rochester Pet 


Jan 21 ‘Ora Fed 10 


London Gasette.—Tunrspay, Feb. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A.tsor, Atrrep James, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Land. 
scape Gard Birmingham 





ener Pet Feb 19 Oni 
Feb 19 
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Awsince, Gzorct Henry, Northampton, Butcher North- 
empton Pet Feb 2 Ora Feb 20 : 

Bat, Henry Axntuve, Ealing, Ironmonger High Court 
Pet Feb18 Oni Feb 18 - 
Baexer, artavr, Wicker, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Feb 2 

Ord Feb 18 
Beck, Grouce, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet Feb17 Ord 
17 


‘eb 
Buzsr, Juun, Old Hill, Staffs,Grocer Dudley Pet Feb 18 
Ord Feb 18 


Brapiey, W11114m, Ilkeston, Bricklayer Derby Pet Feb 
18 Ord Feb 18 

Bycrave Powers Arrtuvur. Hill Top, Mery Notts, 
Builder Nowtingham Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Ciarkson, THomas WILL14y, Staines, Fishmonger stents D, 
Surrey Prt Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Cops, ALEXANDER Henry, and Russert Georcr Pittrarp, 
Yeovil, Glove Manufacturers Yeovil Pet Feb20 Ord 
Feb 20 

Cooke, Juun Witu1am, Mansfield, Notts, Builder Notting- 
bam Pct Febi7 Ord Feb 17 

Cruse, Hastixnes Brace, Huve, Schoolmaster 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Davis, Joux, Brynmawr, Brecon, Hotel Keeper Tredegar 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 20 

Deviix, Artuur Epwarp, Theydon Bois, Essex, Clerk 
Edmonton Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Eartuy, Taomas, Manningtree, Essex, Furniture Dealer 
Pet Feb 18 O:id Feb.18 

Fatcoser, Rosext, Liverpool, Merchant Liverpool Pet 
Dec 31 Ora Feb 17 

Fiztcner, Freperick James, Wylde Green, Sutton Cold- 
fieid, Warwick, Physician Birmingham Pet Feb 18 
Ord Feb 18 

Garrorta, James Atrrep, Dukinfield, ge Solicitor 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 1 

Gisps, Ancnig Faank, Str Painter odienter Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Grainegr, Wii114m, Cross F , ar an, Labourer 
Kidderminsier Pet Feb 18 "Ord Feb 1 

Gray A.rrep, South Norwood, Fs tang Croydon Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Haypuiry, Joszpn Harry, Widnes, Butcher Liverpool 


Pes Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Stalham, . 8School- 


Brighton 


Haxpwicke, Henry a 
master Norwich Pet Fep18 Ord Feb 1 

Heater, Jous, The Wyches, nr Malpas, eoads, Pig Dealer 
Crewe PetFebi8 Ord Feb 18 

Hespexsson, James Henry, Bish Auckland, Dur- 
ham, Uonfectiuner Dwham Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Hincatcy, Cuag.es WIiiiam, Leeds, Foundry Labourer 
Lewis Pe. Febi7 Ord Feb 17 

Horwasroox, Wit.1aM, Kevham, Devonport, Joiner Ply- 
mouth Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 19 

I:pgrtouy, T G, Cuillercoats, — Newcastle on 

Pet Jan i8 Ord F 

Joxzs, Buen, Lianberis, * ll Contractor Bangor 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Nasu, Epuuyp James, Canton, Cualé, Pianoforte Tuner 
Cardiff Pet Feb17 Ord Feb1 

Newsersy, A.resp James _ ey Has 
se house Keeper Hastings Pet Feb 18 oes 

el 

Pourrick, Wiiu1am Gerorce, Worthing, Watchmaker 
Brishton Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

oe ee Wood Green High Court Pet Jan20 Ord 


Sricen, Hersert, Victoria st, Westminster High Court 
Pet Jaw 18 Ord Feb 15 
Sranoer, THomas, Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds Pet Feb 18 
Ord Feb 18 
Swirt, Wi1114m, Kingston upon Hull, Plumber Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
ones 2 Topias, Penzance, Grocer Truro Pet Feb 20 
Taomas, Taomas Henny, Birmingham, Chemist Birming- 
ham Pet Febi8 Ord Feb 18 
Tuoxrsos, Saumur, Beney,and James Encar Tsompson, 
_ outh, Electricians Plymouth Pet Feb 19 Ord 
eb 19 
Turwser, Grorct, Liansadwen, Carmarthen, 
en Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
or Gt Yarmouth High Court Pet Jan6é Ord 
eb 18 


Farmer 


Watvace, James, Headingly, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 8 
Ord Feb 16 

Wartsox, Axniz, Liverpool, 
dan 7 O:d Feb 20 

Wiruiams, Wa.ter, and Rugsex Wittiams, Caergwrie 
Hope. Flint, Builders Wrexham Pet Feb 18 Ord 


High Court 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb1 
Wixx, James Et.iss, 1 Kent, Nurseryman 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Woo.ttaus, Antuve Joux, Moreton in Marsh, Glos, Draper 
Banbury Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 
Wauroxv, Groner, Ironmonger In, Accountant High 
Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 18 
Wage, Anense, Stoke, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Feb 19 
iv e, 
Weriont, Cuanrzs Be ey nem, Meat Salesman 
High Court Feb 20 Ord F 


Milliner Liverpool Pet 


Whu1u1s, Bast. Lyre. Sataedl, Distiller 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baw. Hewey Antave, Ealing, Ironmonger March 3 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Baniow, Susares Wiitiam, Barrow in Furness, Plumber 
March 2 4+ 11.20 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


Furness 
Beck, Guonoe, Starbeck, Harrogate, Grower March 3 at 
12.30 Off Rec, The Red House Luncombhe pl York 
Brovns Saran, Pedmore, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
March 2 at 11 Off bee, 199, Wolverbampton st, 


Dus 
Canrentes, Ricuarv, Heaton Mersey. Lancs, Clerk March 
6at11 Off Kec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
Omi ae lon, Knowle, Bristol March 2 at 11,45 


, %, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Cooxr, James Davis, Hastings Merch 8 at 11 County 
Cuurt Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, ee 

Cruse, Hastines Brace, ove, Schoolmaster 
March 10 at 10 30 Off Reo, 4, Pavilion ilion bldgs, Brighton 

Dunnett. ons Ernest, Bognor, Corn Merchant 
March 2 at2 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

Ex..riott, Lancriot, West Hartlep wol, General Dealer 
March 2at3 Off Bec. 25, Jobn Z Sunderland 

Eartny, Tuomas, Manning ree, Evsex, Furniture Dealer 
March 2 at ll Off Ree, 36, Princes st, Ipswii 

ENTWISTLE, JOHN THomas, Wolverhampton; Builder 
March 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Fut: er, Henry Ciaupe, Copthall chmbrs, Stock Broker 
March 4at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Gispoxs, Rosinson ‘tom, Barrow in Furness, Labourer 

rch Z2at 11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 

Furness 

Gou._p, Jonx Heyry, Dudley, Worcester, Confectioner 
March 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, 
Dudley 

Harpy, Tazoporr Freperick Henry Wi.11am, Buxton, 

rby, Hairdresser March 3 at 11.15 Off Rec, County 

Chambers, Market pl, Stockport 

Hanrnrop, GEORGE, jun, Gt Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler 
March 2at4 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Hitx, ALBERT Ernest ROWLAND ‘adford, Butcher March 
2at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Hixcuuizy, Caartes Wit.iam, Leeds, Foundry Labourer 
March2at12 Off Rec, 22 Park row, Leeds 

Hiscock, Water Francis, Whitstable, Varnish Manufac- 
turer March 2at 11 Bankruptcy Ae. a Carey st 

Hoop, ALFRED, sen, Gravelly Hull, Birmingham, Brewer 
March 4at11 174, Corpuration, st, Birmingham 

Howarp Wituiam Henry, Sheffield "Auctioneer March 3 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Jacksox, Ernest ALFRED, Hollinwood, Oldham, Grocer 
March 8at3 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Jouxson, ARCHIBALD Mason, Sparkhill, Worcester, Clerk 
March 3 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birwin gham 

Jounson, LEONARD, Snereaicld: er March 2 at 12.30 
0 

LavcGuTon, ” ALBERT, Sheffield, Blacksmith March 2 at 12 
Off Rec, Figtree In, She’ eld 

Lewis, Tsaac, Ebbw Vale, Mon. Hay Dealer March 3 at 
12 180, High st. Merthyr Tydfil 

Lixpsay. Rosest, Bridlington, Yorks, , Saenger March 2 
at4 74, ange scarbor — 

Menzizs, F>BvERICK irmingham, Tailor March 2 at 11 
174, Corporativn st, birmingham 

Newpeey, ALFRED James WiLLiamson, Hasti Boarding 
house Keeper March 8 at 11.45 County Court Ottices, 
24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Norton, CHARLES, Kingston u mm Hull, Bootmaker March 
2atil Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

— Wane. 8 mg Cycie Dealer March 2 at 11.30 
0 Figtree In , Sheffie ld 

Price, ae Joux, Darlaston, Staffs, Baker March 3 
atll Off Rec, Wolverhampt .n 

Basen, W F, 8t Swithin’s In March 4at12 Bankruptcy 

8, 

Savory, Toomas Atrrep, and Epwarp Joun Bricatina, 
Frome, Somerset, Grocers March 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
26, Baldwia st, Bristol 

Scurimsnaw, Joun Wititam, Wrangle, Lines, ee 
Mar-h 3 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4and 6, West st, Bosto 

Suaw, [nomas, Manchester, or March 2 at 3 Of: Rec, 

Ws st, Mauchester 
,. 1LL1AM, Wood Green March 4 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


gs, Carev st 
Burr, Teas Epwakp, Sheffield, Grocer March 2at1 Off 
ec, Figtiee In, Sheffield 
ae, Hesperr, Victoria st, pretadncins March 7 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs Carey ‘st 
Srsiees, ALFRED 8t Peter, Cambridge, Market 
— rdener March 17 at 10.80 Court house, King’s 


jnn 

Sraneer, Tuomas, Leeds, Wheelwright March 2 at 11.30 
Off , 22, Park row, Leeds 

STRATTON, Wirtiam, Goosey, nr Faringdon, Berks, Farmer 
March 2 at 12 1, St Aldates, 

StronG, Anxiz, Lewisham March 2 at 1030 Off Rec, 16, 

Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Tuorre, Freprricx, Ore, Hastings, Builder March 8 at 
* 11.15 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, 

astings 

Turesu, Beet Wakefield, Flock Mannfacturer March 2 
at il Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

TreHarne, Evas, Pontypridd, Rollerman March 2 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr a 

Var, James, Gt Yarmou' March 7 at 11 Bankruptcy 


bidgs, Carey st 
ingley, Leeds March 2at11 Off 


Wat.acz, James, Head 
Ree, 22, Park row, 
Weos, Harry Srexcer, Bridlington, Draper March 2 at 
4.30 74, New h, Scarborough, 
Wi.p, Atrrep, Portwood Soeee, Oe Dealer March 
Bat 11.30 Off Rec, County brs, Market pl, Stock- 
ort 


po 

Wiis, Basit Lyte, Satewt, Distiller March 2 at1 
Bank ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Woopagzap, Gzorar, P shetBicld, Blacksmith March 3 at 12 
Off Rec, Figtree in, 8) Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anpipez, Gronoz Henry, Northampton, Butcher North- 
amptm Pet F-b2 Od Feb 20 


Baty, Hewny Artour, Eal: Ironmonger High Court 
Pet Feb 18 0.4 Web 18.” Pe ae eee 


Beck, Gzoser, Raster, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet 
Feb 17 Ord feb es 


Biack, Peren com, ees bidgs, Marine Surveyor 
Hixh Court Pet Dec 31 Ord Feb 
Bunee. jonas, Ss Hiil, Staffs, Grocer ‘Dudley Pet Feb 18 
Brop.ey. agTuve, Bur! poste Dowt Dealer’s Saleeman 
leds Pet Feb 16 nd ' 
aa at, Wasaen, Tikeoton. Bricklayer Derby Pet Feb18 
Brows, Wittiam Eawzst, Edenbri Tunbridge Wells 





4 


Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 18 





Powers ARTHUR. » Notts, 
Pet Feb 17 ‘on Feb. li 
CuankE., Kenest Epwasp, _. Fancy Shop 
Leeds Pet Feb15 Ord Feb ‘ 
Coss, ALEXANDER Heney, and ai Grorce Pre 
Yeovil, Glove Manufacturers Yeovil Pet Feb a 


Sian <= WiiiaAM, eas, Notts, Builder 
ham Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 
Cruse, Hasrinas Brace, aa Sussex, Scho 
Brighton PetFeb18 Ord eed 
Eantuy, Toomas, Manningtree 
Colchester Pet Feb 18 eek Feb 18 
GarrortTH, James AtrreD, Dukinfield, Chester, 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
Gipp, ARCHIE Frank, Strood, Kent, Painter and 
Rochester Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
GrRarnceR, WILL14M, Cross Farm, nr Stourport, 
Labourer Kidderminster Pet Feb 18 Ona hae 
Gray, ALFRED, South Norwood, Dairyman 
Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Hanpiey, Joserpp Harry, Widnes, Lanes, 
Liverpool Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Hanseincs, 8’Annetre, Liverpool, Dressmaker Li 
Pet Jan 1 Ord Feb 20 
Harpwicke, Henry Tuomas, Stalham, Norfolk, 
master Norwich Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Heaity, Jonny, The waa 
"Ceowe Pet "Feb 18 


ay Nantwich and 
‘e 
Hewnperson, James Henry, Bishop Auckland, Con 
Durham Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 
Hivncuiey, Coarites WILtiam, sam, Foundry 
- Leeds’ ee aoe i Denbigh, J 
ueBEs, Epwarp, Colwyn . i oiner 
Pet Feb8 Ord Febis ‘ 
Jounsoy, ArcHIBALD Mason, Sparkhill, Worcester, @ 
jirmingham Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 19 4 
Jounson, Leonarp, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet dm 
. 18 aus Feb 22 3 ‘ 
ones, Bua, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Joiner Bangor 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19° 
Kine, James, Ulverston, Innkeeper Barrow in 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 20 
Mappox, Wriu1am Henry, Shrewsbury, Licensed Vic 
Shrewsbury Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb'20 ‘ 
Matsey, Frank, Barry ,» Glam, Baker Cardiff By) 
Dec31 Ord Feb 19 ae 
Nasu, Epmunp James, Canton, Cardiff, Musical Inst 
vealer Cardiff Pet Feb 17 Ord’ Feb 17 
Newsery, A.rrep James WILLIAMson, & 8, B 
house’ Keeper Hastings Pet Feb 18 Ord eb 18 


Oxsprinc, Frank, Sheffield, Cycle Dealer Sheffield 
Jan i6 Ord Feb 18 

Portick, WiLu1aM Geroraz, asus, Wate 
Brighton Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 


Ricnarps, Taomas WiLuiam, Shaper’ Bush, Dai 
High Court Pet Jani8 Ord Feb 

Rocuestger, Gzorce, North Shields, ie Newoastle a 
Tyne Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 19 

Ross.yn (Countess of), BLancuEe apis, Park In, 
High Court Pet Sept 2 Ord Feb 

ScuneiTTer, Eure, Hatton Garden High Court 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 18 

Suitn, Joun L py Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield 
Jan 1b Ord Feb 1 

Beayene, Tuenen, Ae Wheelwright Leeds Pot Fee 

ra ; 

Srrarvord James, Leebotwood, Salop, Farmer Shre 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 20 

Swirt, Wi.uiaM, Kingston upon Hull, Dc eat Kin 
upon Hull Pet Feb 19 “Ord Feb 1 R 

Greece, Zestan, Sennen Geee ics Pet Feb 0 Om 


ByGrave, 
Notti 


Farniture 


Tompson, Gane Henry, and James Epcan Ta 
Plymouth, Electricians Plymouth Pet Feb 19 


Feb 19 
Tuomson, WILLIAM ALEXANDER, srottins Hill, saat 
High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Feb 18 
Tomurn, James, and Frank Tomi 

N . 8hoe Manufacturers hon ea 


0} 
Jan 28 Feb 16 a 
Farmer Gate 


Tuanse, Grores, Liansadwrn, Carmarthen, 
marthen Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 3 
Wituams, Waiter, and Reveew Wiss. Se 
Hope, F Flint, Builders Wrexham Pet Feb 18 
e 
Winy, James Exuis, Dunks Green, Shipbo Keay 
i cree Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb” 18 
e 4 
Wootiiams, Arrnur Joun, Moreto Clon 
Draper Banbury Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 : 
Wrice.esworth, Joun een Leeds, Barman Leela 
Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Waices, J Anruur, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Feb 19 Ont 


Waiant, Reads Wivuiam, Sydenham, Meat Salesmas 3 
High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 4 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Coorzr, Joun, Stockton on Tees, Plasterer Stockton @ 3 
Tees adju July 16, 1903" Annul Feb 17, 1904 





Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAD 
IN ADVANCE: SoLicrrors’ JourNnAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52% 
post-free. Soutcrrors’ JouRNAL only, 266: ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d, WBELY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country 9 
Foreign, 286. 
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